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House of Representatives
The House met at 2 p.m. and was

called to order by the Speaker pro tem-
pore (Mrs. BIGGERT).

f

DESIGNATION OF THE SPEAKER
PRO TEMPORE

The SPEAKER pro tempore laid be-
fore the House the following commu-
nication from the Speaker:

WASHINGTON, DC,
February 26, 2002.

I hereby appoint the Honorable JUDY
BIGGERT to act as Speaker pro tempore on
this day.

J. DENNIS HASTERT,
Speaker of the House of Representatives.

f

PRAYER

The Chaplain, the Reverend Daniel P.
Coughlin, offered the following prayer:

Lord God Almighty, Creator of heav-
en and earth, and every wonderful
thing under the heavens, as the House
of Representatives comes to order for
legislative business today, we are
mindful of our Jewish brothers and sis-
ters as they ‘‘gather together with joy
and happiness’’ for the feast of Purim.

The ancient prayer of Esther echoes
in our prayer because of the cir-
cumstances surrounding our Nation
now:

‘‘Lord, our King, You alone are God.
Help us. At times we feel alone and
have no help but You. As children we
learned from the people of this land
and our founders that You, O Lord,
chose us from among all peoples, and
that You would fulfill all Your prom-
ises to them.

‘‘Be mindful of us, O Lord, and mani-
fest Yourself in this time of distress
and give us courage.

‘‘King of gods and ruler of every
power, put in our mouths persuasive
words. O God, more powerful than all,
hear the voice of Your people in need.
Save us from the power of the wicked
and deliver us from all our fears.’’

In the end, Lord, You granted Your
people victory and they rejoice to this
very day. Amen.

f

THE JOURNAL

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
Chair has examined the Journal of the
last day’s proceedings and announces
to the House her approval thereof.

Pursuant to clause 1, rule I, the Jour-
nal stands approved.

f

PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Will the
gentleman from Pennsylvania (Mr.
PITTS) come forward and lead the
House in the Pledge of Allegiance.

Mr. PITTS led the Pledge of Alle-
giance as follows:

I pledge allegiance to the Flag of the
United States of America, and to the Repub-
lic for which it stands, one nation under God,
indivisible, with liberty and justice for all.

f

MESSAGE FROM THE SENATE

A message from the Senate by Mr.
Monahan, one of its clerks, announced
that the Senate has passed without
amendment a bill of the House of the
following title:

H.R. 3699. An act to revise certain grants
for continuum of care assistance for home-
less individual and families.

The message also announced that the
Senate has passed with an amendment
in which the concurrence of the House
is requested, a bill of the House of the
following title:

H.R. 2646. An act to provide for the con-
tinuation of agricultural programs through
fiscal year 2011.

The message also announced that the
Senate insists upon its amendment to
the bill (H.R. 2646) ‘‘An Act to provide
for the continuation of agricultural
programs through fiscal year 2011,’’ re-
quests a conference with the House on
the disagreeing votes of the two Houses

thereon, and appoints Mr. HARKIN, Mr.
LEAHY, Mr. CONRAD, Mr. DASCHLE, Mr.
LUGAR, Mr. HELMS, and Mr. COCHRAN,
to be the conferees on the part of the
Senate.

The message also announced that the
Senate has passed a bill and a joint res-
olution of the following titles in which
the concurrence of the House is re-
quested:

S. 980. An act to provide for the improve-
ment of the safety of child restraints in pas-
senger motor vehicles, and for other pur-
poses.

S.J. Res. 32. Joint resolution congratu-
lating the United States Military Academy
at West Point on its bicentennial anniver-
sary, and commending its outstanding con-
tributions to the Nation.

f

APPOINTMENT OF MEMBER TO
REPRESENT THE HOUSE AT
GEORGE WASHINGTON’S BIRTH-
DAY CEREMONIES

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to the order of the House of Thurs-
day, February 14, 2002, the Chair an-
nounces the Speaker’s appointment of
the following Member of the House to
represent the House of Representatives
at wreath-laying ceremonies at the
Washington Monument for the observ-
ance of George Washington’s birthday
held on Friday, February 22, 2002:

Mr. BARTLETT of Maryland.

f

PERMISSION TO INSERT PROGRAM
AND REMARKS OF MEMBER REP-
RESENTING THE HOUSE AT
GEORGE WASHINGTON’S BIRTH-
DAY CEREMONIES

Mr. PITTS. Madam Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that the program
and the remarks of the gentleman from
Maryland (Mr. BARTLETT), the Member
representing the House of Representa-
tives at the wreath-laying ceremony at
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the Washington Monument for the ob-
servance of George Washington’s birth-
day on Friday, February 22, 2002, be in-
serted in today’s CONGRESSIONAL
RECORD.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from Pennsylvania?

There was no objection.
GEORGE WASHINGTON—THE 270TH

CELEBRATION OF HIS BIRTH

OPENING

Arnold Goldstein, Superintendent, Na-
tional Capital Parks—Central, National
Park Service.

PRESENTATION OF COLORS

Armed Forces Color Guard.
TO THE COLOR

The Old Guard Fife and Drum Corps.
PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE

Arnold Goldstein.
RETIREMENT OF THE COLORS

WELCOME

Terry Carlstrom, Regional Director, Na-
tional Park Service.

MUSICAL SELECTION

The Old Guard Fife and Drum Corps.
REMARKS

Fran Mainella, Director, National Park
Service.

Honorable Roscoe G. Bartlett, Sixth Dis-
trict, Maryland, U.S. House of Representa-
tives.

Delegate Eleanor Holmes Norton, Dele-
gate, District of Columbia, U.S. House of
Representatives.

James Symington, First Vice President,
Washington National Monument Society.

PRESENTATION OF THE WREATHS

The Wreath of the U.S. House of Rep-
resentatives, Honorable Roscoe Bartlett,
Delegate Eleanor Holmes Norton.

The Wreath of the Washington National
Monument Society, James Symington, Terry
Carlstrom.

The Wreath of the National Park Service,
Director Fran Mainella, Arnold Goldstein.

TAPS

CONGRESSMAN ROSCOE G. BARTLETT (R–MD),
CEREMONY IN HONOR OF THE BIRTHDAY OF
GEORGE WASHINGTON, WASHINGTON MONU-
MENT, WASHINGTON, DC, FEBRUARY 22, 2002
I am honored to have the privilege of rep-

resenting my colleagues in the Congress at
this commemoration of the 270th anniver-
sary of the birth of George Washington on
February 22, 1732 on the grounds of the Wash-
ington Monument in Washington, DC.

When I was growing up and for many years
after, George Washington was popularly
know as the Father of Our Country. Our
young people in school and each new influx
of immigrants to our country were taught
that to understand American ideals, Amer-
ican government and what made America a
great country, you had to begin by learning
about the character, the conduct and the
contributions of George Washington. Among
the many giants of our nation’s founders,
George Washington was the single most, in-
deed the dispensable individual who was both
most responsible for an who personified the
ideals of the radically new form of govern-
ment—a democratic republic—for a new and
fragile nation, the United States of America.

There would have been no Declaration of
Independence—if George Washington had not
led the successful effort to break the British
siege of Boston in the Spring of 1767.

The American Revolution would not have
succeeded without George Washington lead-

ing a ragtag Continental Army through
eight arduous and harrowing years against
the most powerful military in the world,
that of Great Britain.

Three would have been no Constitutional
Convention and no Constitution—without
George Washington leading it as its Presi-
dent and inspiration.

Our nationa is being ably led by our 43rd
President, George W. Bush. However, there
would be no Presidency at all without
George Washington is the only President of
the United States ever elected unani-
mously—not just once, but twice.

There’s an old saying that what’s
everybody’s business is nobody’s business.

In place of the study of George Washington
and the celebration of ‘‘Washington’s Birth-
day’’ has emerged the concept of ‘‘Presi-
dents’ Day.’’

Use of the term Presidents’ Day insults the
memory and ignores the contributions of
George Washington. That is a disservice to
all Americans, but especially to our young
people and to the immigrants who come to
America.

H.R. 420, a bill introduced by myself and
my colleague. Tom Tancredo (R–CO), would
require all federal government entities to
refer to the federal holiday that falls on the
third Monday in February by its legal name,
Washington’s birthday. The bill also calls
upon the President to issue a proclamation
each year recognizing the anniversary of the
birthday of President Abraham Lincoln.

I would like to share a statement by Con-
gressman Tancredo:

‘‘America has been blessed with many
great presidents, and none greater than
George Washington. The framers of the Con-
stitution may have created the office of the
President, but George Washington created
the presidency, and infused it with the power
to stand as a symbol of America’s awesome
potential.’’

‘‘This February 22nd marks the 270th anni-
versary of our first president’s birth, and our
bill will help ensure that the true meaning of
the holiday our nation observes in February
is not lost. H.R. 420 simply mandates that of-
ficials and publications of the United States
Government refer to this holiday by its prop-
er legal name—Washington’s Birthday.

‘‘Lastly, it urges the president to issue a
proclamation each year officially recog-
nizing the anniversary of the birth of an-
other great American presdient—Abraham
Lincoln’’.

f

COMMUNICATION FROM STAFF
MEMBER OF THE HONORABLE
BOB SCHAFFER, MEMBER OF
CONGRESS
The SPEAKER pro tempore laid be-

fore the House the following commu-
nication from Brandi Graham, Chief of
Staff to the Honorable Bob SCHAFFER,
Member of Congress:

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES,
February 14, 2002.

Hon. J. DENNIS HASTERT,
Speaker, House of Representatives,
Washington, DC.

DEAR MR. SPEAKER: This is to formally no-
tify you, pursuant to Rule VIII of the Rules
of the House of Representatives, that I have
been served with a second civil subpoena for
documents and testimony issued by the Su-
perior Court of the District of Columbia in a
civil case pending there.

After consultation with the Office of Gen-
eral Counsel, I have determined that it is
consistent with the precedents and privileges
of the House to comply with the subpoena.

Sincerely,
BRANDI GRAHAM,

Chief of Staff to Congressman Bob Schaffer.

DANIEL PEARL

(Mr. PITTS asked and was given per-
mission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. PITTS. Madam Speaker, on the
day we found out that Daniel Pearl was
dead, the editors of the Wall Street
Journal said, ‘‘His murder is an act of
barbarism that makes a mockery of ev-
erything that Danny’s kidnappers
claimed to believe in.

‘‘They claimed to be Pakistani na-
tionalists, but their actions most sure-
ly bring shame to all true Pakistani
patriots.’’

I think the editors of the Journal got
it exactly right. Murder is never an act
of patriotism, no matter what country
one comes from.

Pakistan’s President Pervez
Musharraf is doing everything he can
to track down Mr. Pearl’s killers. Our
own President says he is confident that
Pervez Musharraf is doing everything
possible to find them.

Pervez Musharraf has proven that he
is a reliable ally in our war on ter-
rorism. He has proven it by tracking
down terrorists, even when they are
citizens of his own country.

Daniel Pearl, another totally inno-
cent victim in this war on terrorism,
died seeking the truth. Let us make
sure he did not die in vain. Let us help
Pervez Musharraf find his killers, stop
terrorism, and bring peace and democ-
racy to the struggling nations of this
world.

f

CONVEYING SYMPATHY TO THE
FAMILY OF DANIEL PEARL

(Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas asked
and was given permission to address
the House for 1 minute and to revise
and extend her remarks.)

Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas. Madam
Speaker, the Chaplain this afternoon
prayed that we might have persuasive
words. Might I add my voice of outrage
to the tragic and heinous killing of
Daniel Pearl.

My sympathies to his family, my ac-
knowledgment of his pregnant wife,
and, as well, my sympathies to those of
us who covet and love freedom.

Daniel Pearl died an outrageous and
heinous and horrific and cruel death,
and we must never forget that he
stands for the expression of truth and
the seeking of reconciliation. For that
reason, we must bring the perpetrators
of this violence to justice; and I would
join with the administration, and I ask
the Congress to join, as well, to ask
that those who perpetrated this ter-
rible act will be brought to justice in
the United States of America.

Let us applaud the leadership of
Pakistan, that they will pursue those
to the very end. Let us not forget the
message of Daniel Pearl and his wife,
that reconciliation and peace, espous-
ing freedom and justice throughout the
world, is a valid value for the United
States of America.
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AGRICULTURAL REFORM

(Mr. SMITH of Michigan asked and
was given permission to address the
House for 1 minute and to revise and
extend his remarks.)

Mr. SMITH of Michigan. Madam
Speaker, the Senate recently passed
their farm bill. In that farm bill, they
had payment limitations that I think
is the kind of farm policy we should
have in this country.

I ask all my colleagues in this Cham-
ber to support the idea of some kind of
payment limitations, whether it be
$200,000 or $300,000 or a half a million
dollars, but something so that the
megafarms and the megacorporations
that own 50,000, 60,000, 80,000 acres are
not capturing so much of the proceeds
of our farm program payments.

Madam Speaker, there are some peo-
ple who say that there are payment
limits for price supports. There are no
payment limits for price supports.
They can do an end-run.

Let me just demonstrate the top five
recipients of farm program payments
for 1996 through 2000, according to the
Environmental Working Group’s Web
site: Riceland Foods, $49 million;
Farmers Rice Co-op, $38 million; Har-
vest States Co-op, $28 million; Tyler
Farms, $23 million; and Producers Rice
Mill, $19 million.

It is reasonable to have farm policy
that helps most of the farmers in this
country. We can argue about what a
family farm is, but what we cannot
argue about is farm policy that gives
most of the money to the megafarms.

f

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER
PRO TEMPORE

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to clause 8 of rule XX, the Chair
will postpone further proceedings
today on each motion to suspend the
rules on which a recorded vote or the
yeas and nays are ordered, or on which
the vote is objected to under clause 6 of
rule XX.

Any record votes on postponed ques-
tions will be taken after debate has
concluded on all motions to suspend
the rules, but not before 6:30 p.m.
today.

f

FAMILY SPONSOR IMMIGRATION
ACT OF 2001

Mr. SENSENBRENNER. Madam
Speaker, I move to suspend the rules
and concur in the Senate amendment
to the bill (H.R. 1892) to amend the Im-
migration and Nationality Act to pro-
vide for the acceptance of an affidavit
of support from another eligible spon-
sor if the original sponsor has died and
the Attorney General has determined
for humanitarian reasons that the
original sponsor’s classification peti-
tion should not be revoked.

The Clerk read as follows:
Senate amendment:
Page 3, line 4, after ‘‘law,’’ insert ‘‘sister-

in-law, brother-in-law,’’.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to the rule, the gentleman from
Wisconsin (Mr. SENSENBRENNER) and
the gentlewoman from Texas (Ms.
JACKSON-LEE) each will control 20 min-
utes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Wisconsin (Mr. SENSENBRENNER).

GENERAL LEAVE

Mr. SENSENBRENNER. Madam
Speaker, I ask unanimous consent that
all Members may have 5 legislative
days within which to revise and extend
their remarks and to include extra-
neous material on H.R. 1892, the bill
under consideration.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from Wisconsin?

There was no objection.
Mr. SENSENBRENNER. Madam

Speaker, I yield myself such time as I
may consume.

Madam Speaker, H.R. 1892, the Fam-
ily Sponsor Immigration Act of 2001,
was introduced by the two gentlemen
from California (Mr. CALVERT) and (Mr.
ISSA).

I want to thank them for bringing to
our attention an unintended quirk in
the Immigration and Nationality Act
that needlessly keeps families sepa-
rated. I also want to thank them as
well for developing this bill, which cor-
rects the problem.

Each year, the United States pro-
vides hundreds of thousands of immi-
grant visas for spouses and other fam-
ily members of U.S. citizens and per-
manent residents. Tragically, each
year a number of these U.S. citizens
and permanent residents petitioning
for their family members will die be-
fore the immigration process is com-
plete.

Generally, INS regulations provide
for automatic revocation of a petition
when the petitioner dies. The con-
sequences are severe for a beneficiary
when his or her petitioner dies before
the beneficiary has adjusted status or
received an immigrant visa. If no other
relative can qualify as a petitioner,
then the beneficiary would lose the op-
portunity to become a permanent resi-
dent.

For instance, if a petition is revoked
because a widowed citizen-father dies
after petitioning for an adult unmar-
ried daughter, the daughter would have
no living mother to file a new petition.
If another relative can file an immi-
grant visa petition for the beneficiary,
that beneficiary would still go to the
end of the line if the visa category was
numerically limited.

For instance, if the daughter’s moth-
er was alive, she could file a new first
family-preference petition. However,
the daughter would lose her priority
date based on the time her father’s pe-
tition had been filed with the INS and
would receive a later priority date
based upon the filing date of her moth-
er’s petition.

Because of the severe consequences of
the revocation of a visa petition, INS
regulations do allow the Attorney Gen-

eral, in his or her discretion, to deter-
mine that, for humanitarian reasons,
revocation would be inappropriate, and
thus complete the unification of a fam-
ily.

However, there is a complication.
The Illegal Immigration Reform and
Immigrant Responsibility Act of 1996
requires that when a family member
petitions for a relative to receive an
immigrant visa, the visa can only be
granted if the petitioner signs a le-
gally-binding affidavit of support
promising to provide support of the im-
migrant.

If the petitioner has died, obviously
he or she cannot sign the affidavit.
Thus even in cases where the Attorney
General feels a humanitarian waiver of
the revocation of the visa petition is
warranted, under current law a perma-
nent resident visa cannot be granted
because the affidavit requirement is
unfulfilled.

H.R. 1892 solves this dilemma. It sim-
ply provides that in cases where the pe-
titioner has died and the Attorney
General has determined for humani-
tarian reasons that revocation of the
petition would be inappropriate, a close
family other than the petitioner would
be allowed to sign the necessary affi-
davit of support.

Eligible family members in H.R. 1892,
as it passed the House last July, would
include spouses, parents, grandparents,
mothers- and fathers-in-law, siblings,
adult sons and daughters, adult sons
and daughters-in-law, and grand-
children. Legal guardians would also be
eligible.

The Senate passed a minor amend-
ment to the bill to add brothers- and
sisters-in-law, and this is the motion to
concur in the amendment that is before
the House today.

b 1415

H.R. 1892 is humanitarian and pro-
family. I urge my colleagues to support
the bill.

Madam Speaker, I reserve the bal-
ance of my time.

Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas. Madam
Speaker, I yield myself such time as I
may consume.

Madam Speaker, I rise to support
H.R. 1892 and thank the co-sponsors of
this legislation, the gentleman from
California (Mr. ISSA) and the gen-
tleman from California (Mr. CALVERT);
and as well I thank the chairman of the
Committee on the Judiciary for his as-
tuteness and commitment to this legis-
lation, having spearheaded its move-
ment through the House the last time
we were able to vote on it. I as well
thank the ranking member for his com-
mitment to these issues.

I believe that this is a legislative ini-
tiative that is extremely important be-
cause it speaks to the cornerstone of
immigration policy in this Nation, and
that is family reunification. In spite of
all the tragedies that we have faced in
the last year and reminding ourselves
of the tragedy of September 11, I be-
lieve this Nation should never stray
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away from the honest need to reunite
families who legally want to access the
opportunities of citizenship in this
country.

Last July I supported this measure
as it passed the House and the Senate.
The Family Sponsor Immigration Act
of 2001 is a very important immigration
bill with a bipartisan support. We are
correcting a glitch in the immigration
law. As the ranking member of the
Subcommittee on Immigration Claims
of the House Committee on the Judici-
ary, I was pleased to work with the
gentleman from Pennsylvania (Mr.
GEKAS), the chairman of that sub-
committee, on that legislation along
with the original sponsor of this legis-
lation as well. Again, I thank them for
their service and their leadership.

Currently, the Immigration and Na-
tionality Act requires that the same
person that petitions for the admission
of an immigrant must be the same per-
son who signs the affidavit of support.
That person is called a sponsor. So if
the sponsor dies, current law does not
allow someone else to sign the affidavit
of support, although they are a legiti-
mate person, although there is no at-
tempt to commit fraud; and that per-
son is unable to adjust his or her status
to receive an immigrant visa even
though they have been waiting in a
line, have a very procedurally correct
manner, and adhering to laws of our
Nation. There lies the problem. There
lies the complete loss of your oppor-
tunity to seek citizenship in a legal
manner.

Such consequence of the law toward
a beneficiary when his or her petitioner
dies before the beneficiary has a
chance to adjust status or receive an
immigrant visa has been and continues
to be harsh and only creates a pool of
individuals that remain illegally in
this country.

H.R. 1892 will amend the Immigration
Nationality Act to allow an alternative
sponsor, a close family member; and
with the Senate amendment, a close
family member can be a sister now or
a brother-in-law.

Additionally, I am pleased that we
were able to work out an agreement
last July that further allows alter-
native sponsors to be a spouse, a par-
ent, mother-in-law, father-in-law, sib-
ling, child if at least 18 years of age,
son, daughter, son-in-law, daughter-in-
law, grandparent or grandchildren and
now a brother-in-law or sister-in-law of
a sponsored alien or legal guardian of a
sponsored alien all with the idea of re-
unifying a family.

I am grateful to all of the members of
the subcommittee, Democrats and Re-
publicans, who saw fit to ensure that
families can stay together. This bill,
H.R. 1892, which has bipartisan support,
is important because in the event of
death of a sponsor, the beneficiary’s
application will now be able to have
someone else sign the affidavit of sup-
port and the beneficiary’s application
for permanent residency can move for-
ward without losing the beneficiary’s

priority date, in essence, not having
them go to the back of the line and,
therefore, delaying them being re-
united with their family.

Just think of moms and dads whose
children are here, young children are
here or the father and children are here
or the mother and children are here
and they want to reunite with that
mother or father.

Madam Speaker, I believe this is an
important initiative that we have done
in a bipartisan way, and it speaks loud-
ly to the fact that the United States
will craft a very legitimate immigra-
tion policy that addresses the question
that we are a country of laws, but we
are also a country of immigrants.

Madam Speaker, I rise to support H.R.
1892, and I believe that it is a legislative initia-
tive that speaks to the cornerstone of immigra-
tion policy in this Nation: family reunification.
Last July I supported this measure as it
passed the House and the Senate. The Family
Sponsor Immigration Act of 2001 is a very im-
portant immigration bill. With bipartisan sup-
port, we are correcting a glitch in the immigra-
tion law. As the ranking member of the Sub-
committee on Immigration and Claims of the
House Committee on the Judiciary, I was
pleased to work with the gentleman from
Pennsylvania (Mr. GEKAS), the chairman of the
subcommittee, on this legislation, along with
the original sponsors of this legislation as well,
and I thank them for their service and leader-
ship.

Currently, the Immigration and Nationality
Act requires that the same person that peti-
tions for the admission of an immigrant must
be the same person who signs the affidavit of
support: the sponsor, that person is called. So,
if the sponsor dies, current law does not allow
someone else to sign the affidavit of support,
although they are a legitimate person, al-
though there is no attempt to commit fraud,
and that person is unable to adjust his or her
status to receive an immigrant visa, even
though they have been waiting in a line in a
very procedurally correct manner and adhering
to the laws of our Nation. Such consequences
of the law toward a beneficiary when his or
her petitioner dies before the beneficiary has
a chance to adjust status or receive an immi-
grant visa, has been and continues to be too
harsh.

H.R. 1892 will amend the Immigration Na-
tionality Act to allow an alternative sponsor, a
close family member, and with the Senate
amendment a close family member can be a
sister or brother-n-law.

Additionally, I am very pleased that we were
able to work out an agreement last July that
further allows alternative sponsors to be a
spouse, parent, mother-in-law, father-in-law,
sibling, child, if at least 18 years of age, son,
daughter, son-in-law, daughter-in-law, grand-
parent or grandchild, and now a brother or sis-
ter-in-law of a sponsored alien or legal guard-
ians of a sponsored alien, all with the idea of
reunifying a family.

This bill, H.R. 1892, which has bipartisan
support, is important because in the event of
the death of the sponsor the beneficiary’s ap-
plication will now be able to have someone
else sign the affidavit of support and the bene-
ficiary’s application for permanent residency
can move forward without losing the bene-
ficiary’s priority date, in essence, not having

them go to the back of the line and, therefore,
delaying them being reunited with their family.

Madam Speaker, I believe this is an impor-
tant initiative that we have done in a bipartisan
way, and I ask my colleagues to support this
legislation.

Madam Speaker, I reserve the bal-
ance of my time.

Mr. SENSENBRENNER. Madam
Speaker, I yield 3 minutes to the gen-
tleman from California (Mr. ISSA).

Mr. ISSA. Madam Speaker, I rise in
support of H.R. 1892, Family Sponsor
Immigration Act of 2001, as amended in
the Senate. I want to thank our chair-
man, the gentleman from Wisconsin
(Mr. SENSENBRENNER); our sub-
committee chairman, the gentleman
from Pennsylvania (Mr. GEKAS); the
leadership on both sides of the aisle
that worked diligently to bring a fuller
and more complete reform to the floor
here today.

I would also like to thank the gen-
tleman from California (Mr. CALVERT),
who is not on the committee but who
has constituents that were faced with
exactly this problem and brought it to
our attention, only to find that I had
constituents with this exact same
problem, thus creating the need for the
bill.

Last I would like to thank Senator
FEINSTEIN who has taken time out of
her busy schedule on the Senate side to
research this and to make those
amendments which, in fact, make this
a more thorough bill and less likely to
need to be revisited.

Lastly, rather than speaking of the
merits of this bill, I would like to go
down on record as saying that the
Family Sponsor Immigration Reform
Act is just another example of how we
work together on a bipartisan basis to
find the legal alternatives to immigra-
tion, and to encourage those who play
by the rules, those who go through the
hoops, sometimes a decade, to get their
legal status should be rewarded.

At a time when we are saying to
those who come here illegally that we
will not tolerate it any more, I hope
this is the first of many reforms that
allows us to say we have an open door
if you want to come through the front
door, and we are closing and locking
the back door.

Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas. Madam
Speaker, I yield myself such time as I
may consume.

Madam Speaker, let me conclude by
again acknowledging my support, but
also raising two important points that
I would like to acknowledge. I might
say that the chairman of the full com-
mittee has expressed a great interest in
this, and I want to thank him for his
support on these issues.

I hope that we can finally bring some
rest to the passage of 245–i which is an-
other legislative initiative that deals
with the reuniting of families. I know
that our committee worked very hard
on that legislation.

Then I think, again, in the shadow of
the tragedies that we faced this past
September, it is important that we
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move consistently with a purpose to re-
order our immigration policies by
means of restructuring the INS with an
assistant attorney general for immi-
gration affairs so that we can share
data and information. Intelligence is
clearly a key element of what we need
to reform our immigration policies and
to fight terrorism, two dual issues
which I think we can do.

Immigration does not equate to ter-
rorism. I hope we have an opportunity
to debate those legislative initiatives,
get them passed, and begin on a path-
way of formulating a very comprehen-
sive immigration policy for the United
States of America. I offer my support
for this legislation.

Ms. WOOLSEY. Madam Speaker, today I
support and applaud the House’s final pas-
sage of the ‘‘Family Immigration Sponsor Act.’’
And, I thank my colleague, Mr. CALVERT, for
his work on this issue.

A family in my district, with a tragic story,
has become a well-known example of why this
bill’s passage is necessary. Mrs. Zhenfu Ge, a
73-year-old Chinese national, came to the
United States in 1998 to help care for her
dying daughter and her daughter’s children.
Her daughter—my constituent Yanyu Wong—
requested that her mother be allowed to stay
in America to take care of her grandchildren.
Following the rules of the Immigration and
Naturalization Service (INS), my constituent
immediately submitted the appropriate paper-
work to sponsor her mother’s petition for a
green card so she could stay in the United
States.

Sadly, on April 15, 2001, Yanyu Wong lost
her fight against cancer. This was only 11
days before the INS was scheduled to grant
Mrs. Ge’s permanent resident status. In a des-
perate attempt to keep his mother-in-law in the
country, my constituent’s husband petitioned
to be Mrs. Ge’s new sponsor. However, INS
law mandates the sponsor be another adult
blood relative. Without an adult blood relative
left alive to sponsor her, Mrs. Ge was told that
she must go back to China and restart the
visa process.

Realizing the devastating results of these
circumstances, I introduced H.R. 2011, a pri-
vate bill to allow Mrs. Ge to remain legally in
the United States while she completed the
process to attain legal status. Forcing Mrs. Ge
to abandon her family during this time would
only add to the family tragedy. Enabling Mrs.
Ge to stay in the country could give the chil-
dren a living link to their mother, and her cul-
ture, something they would be denied forever
if Mrs. Ge is deported.

With the passage of Representative CAL-
VERT’s Family Immigration Sponsor Act, Mrs.
Ge will be able to stay in America and take
care of her grandchildren, while she completes
the immigration process. With the passage of
this bill, Mrs. Ge can keep her promise to her
daughter.

There’s no doubt that the Family Immigra-
tion Sponsor Act will be able to assist other
families in situations similar to Mrs. Ge’s.
Passing H.R. 1892 is the smart way for this
country to help encourage families to stay in-
tact.

Mr. WU. Madam Speaker, I rise in
support of H.R. 1892, the Family Spon-
sor Immigration Act, introduced by my
colleague Representative KEN CAL-
VERT.

Our government plays a key role in
shaping the lives of thousands of immi-
grants. It is our duty to ensure that
our system is fair to aspiring residents.

Under our current law, someone ap-
plying to become a permanent U.S.
resident must be sponsored by a family
member who assumes financial respon-
sibility for that person. However, if the
sponsor dies before U.S. permanent
residency is granted, the applicant
must find another sponsor and start
the process all over again. This process
can take as long as 7 years.

This must change.
As an immigrant, I understand the

difficulties of the immigration process.
One should not have to wait another 7
years if the sponsor dies. H.R. 1892 ad-
dresses this issue. It would allow for
substitute sponsors. More importantly,
it will help unite families that have
been separated.

I applaud Representative CALVERT
for introducing this important legisla-
tion, and I urge my fellow colleagues to
join in support of this bill which will
ensure a fair process for those seeking
U.S. residency.

Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas. Madam
Speaker, I have no further requests for
time, and I yield back the balance of
my time.

Mr. SENSENBRENNER. Madam
Speaker, I have no further requests for
time, and I yield back the balance of
my time.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mrs.
BIGGERT). The question is on the mo-
tion offered by the gentleman from
Wisconsin (Mr. SENSENBRENNER) that
the House suspend the rules and concur
in the Senate amendment to the bill,
H.R. 1892.

The question was taken.
The SPEAKER pro tempore. In the

opinion of the Chair, two-thirds of
those present have voted in the affirm-
ative.

Mr. SENSENBRENNER. Madam
Speaker, on that I demand the yeas
and nays.

The yeas and nays were ordered.
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-

ant to clause 8 of rule XX and the
Chair’s prior announcement, further
proceedings on this motion will be
postponed.

f

APPALACHIAN REGIONAL DEVEL-
OPMENT ACT AMENDMENTS OF
2002
Mr. LATOURETTE. Madam Speaker,

I move to suspend the rules and pass
the Senate bill (S. 1206) to reauthorize
the Appalachian Regional Development
Act of 1965, and for other purposes.

The Clerk read as follows:
S. 1206

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-
resentatives of the United States of America in
Congress assembled,
SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE.

This Act may be cited as the ‘‘Appalachian
Regional Development Act Amendments of
2002’’.
SEC. 2. PURPOSES.

(a) THIS ACT.—The purposes of this Act
are—

(1) to reauthorize the Appalachian Re-
gional Development Act of 1965 (40 U.S.C.
App.); and

(2) to ensure that the people and businesses
of the Appalachian region have the knowl-
edge, skills, and access to telecommuni-
cation and technology services necessary to
compete in the knowledge-based economy of
the United States.

(b) APPALACHIAN REGIONAL DEVELOPMENT
ACT OF 1965.—Section 2 of the Appalachian
Regional Development Act of 1965 (40 U.S.C.
App.) is amended—

(1) in subsection (b), by inserting after the
third sentence the following: ‘‘Consistent
with the goal described in the preceding sen-
tence, the Appalachian region should be able
to take advantage of eco-industrial develop-
ment, which promotes both employment and
economic growth and the preservation of
natural resources.’’; and

(2) in subsection (c)(2)(B)(ii), by inserting
‘‘, including eco-industrial development
technologies’’ before the semicolon.
SEC. 3. FUNCTIONS OF THE COMMISSION.

Section 102(a) of the Appalachian Regional
Development Act of 1965 (40 U.S.C. App.) is
amended—

(1) in paragraph (5), by inserting ‘‘, and
support,’’ after ‘‘formation of’’;

(2) in paragraph (7), by striking ‘‘and’’ at
the end;

(3) in paragraph (8), by striking the period
at the end and inserting a semicolon; and

(4) by adding at the end the following:
‘‘(9) encourage the use of eco-industrial de-

velopment technologies and approaches; and
‘‘(10) seek to coordinate the economic de-

velopment activities of, and the use of eco-
nomic development resources by, Federal
agencies in the region.’’.
SEC. 4. INTERAGENCY COORDINATING COUNCIL

ON APPALACHIA.
Section 104 of the Appalachian Regional

Development Act of 1965 (40 U.S.C. App.) is
amended—

(1) by striking ‘‘The President’’ and insert-
ing ‘‘(a) IN GENERAL.—The President’’; and

(2) by adding at the end the following:
‘‘(b) INTERAGENCY COORDINATING COUNCIL

ON APPALACHIA.—
‘‘(1) ESTABLISHMENT.—In carrying out sub-

section (a), the President shall establish an
interagency council to be known as the
‘Interagency Coordinating Council on Appa-
lachia’.

‘‘(2) MEMBERSHIP.—The Council shall be
composed of—

‘‘(A) the Federal Cochairman, who shall
serve as Chairperson of the Council; and

‘‘(B) representatives of Federal agencies
that carry out economic development pro-
grams in the region.’’.
SEC. 5. TELECOMMUNICATIONS AND TECH-

NOLOGY INITIATIVE.
Title II of the Appalachian Regional Devel-

opment Act of 1965 (40 U.S.C. App.) is amend-
ed by inserting after section 202 the fol-
lowing:
‘‘SEC. 203. TELECOMMUNICATIONS AND TECH-

NOLOGY INITIATIVE.
‘‘(a) IN GENERAL.—The Commission may

provide technical assistance, make grants,
enter into contracts, or otherwise provide
funds to persons or entities in the region for
projects—

‘‘(1) to increase affordable access to ad-
vanced telecommunications, entrepreneur-
ship, and management technologies or appli-
cations in the region;

‘‘(2) to provide education and training in
the use of telecommunications and tech-
nology;

‘‘(3) to develop programs to increase the
readiness of industry groups and businesses
in the region to engage in electronic com-
merce; or

VerDate 11-MAY-2000 04:06 Feb 27, 2002 Jkt 099060 PO 00000 Frm 00005 Fmt 4634 Sfmt 0634 E:\CR\FM\K26FE7.023 pfrm02 PsN: H26PT1



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSEH530 February 26, 2002
‘‘(4) to support entrepreneurial opportuni-

ties for businesses in the information tech-
nology sector.

‘‘(b) SOURCE OF FUNDING.—
‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—Assistance under this

section may be provided—
‘‘(A) exclusively from amounts made avail-

able to carry out this section; or
‘‘(B) from amounts made available to carry

out this section in combination with
amounts made available under any other
Federal program or from any other source.

‘‘(2) FEDERAL SHARE REQUIREMENTS SPECI-
FIED IN OTHER LAWS.—Notwithstanding any
provision of law limiting the Federal share
under any other Federal program, amounts
made available to carry out this section may
be used to increase that Federal share, as the
Commission determines to be appropriate.

‘‘(c) COST SHARING FOR GRANTS.—Not more
than 50 percent (or 80 percent in the case of
a project to be carried out in a county for
which a distressed county designation is in
effect under section 226) of the costs of any
activity eligible for a grant under this sec-
tion may be provided from funds appro-
priated to carry out this section.’’.
SEC. 6. ENTREPRENEURSHIP INITIATIVE.

Title II of the Appalachian Regional Devel-
opment Act of 1965 (40 U.S.C. App.) is amend-
ed by inserting after section 203 (as added by
section 5) the following:
‘‘SEC. 204. ENTREPRENEURSHIP INITIATIVE.

‘‘(a) DEFINITION OF BUSINESS INCUBATOR
SERVICE.—In this section, the term ‘business
incubator service’ means a professional or
technical service necessary for the initiation
and initial sustainment of the operations of
a newly established business, including a
service such as—

‘‘(1) a legal service, including aid in pre-
paring a corporate charter, partnership
agreement, or basic contract;

‘‘(2) a service in support of the protection
of intellectual property through a patent, a
trademark, or any other means;

‘‘(3) a service in support of the acquisition
and use of advanced technology, including
the use of Internet services and Web-based
services; and

‘‘(4) consultation on strategic planning,
marketing, or advertising.

‘‘(b) PROJECTS TO BE ASSISTED.—The Com-
mission may provide technical assistance,
make grants, enter into contracts, or other-
wise provide funds to persons or entities in
the region for projects—

‘‘(1) to support the advancement of, and
provide, entrepreneurial training and edu-
cation for youths, students, and
businesspersons;

‘‘(2) to improve access to debt and equity
capital by such means as facilitating the es-
tablishment of development venture capital
funds;

‘‘(3) to aid communities in identifying, de-
veloping, and implementing development
strategies for various sectors of the econ-
omy; and

‘‘(4)(A) to develop a working network of
business incubators; and

‘‘(B) to support entities that provide busi-
ness incubator services.

‘‘(c) SOURCE OF FUNDING.—
‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—Assistance under this

section may be provided—
‘‘(A) exclusively from amounts made avail-

able to carry out this section; or
‘‘(B) from amounts made available to carry

out this section in combination with
amounts made available under any other
Federal program or from any other source.

‘‘(2) FEDERAL SHARE REQUIREMENTS SPECI-
FIED IN OTHER LAWS.—Notwithstanding any
provision of law limiting the Federal share
under any other Federal program, amounts
made available to carry out this section may

be used to increase that Federal share, as the
Commission determines to be appropriate.

‘‘(d) COST SHARING FOR GRANTS.—Not more
than 50 percent (or 80 percent in the case of
a project to be carried out in a county for
which a distressed county designation is in
effect under section 226) of the costs of any
activity eligible for a grant under this sec-
tion may be provided from funds appro-
priated to carry out this section.’’.
SEC. 7. REGIONAL SKILLS PARTNERSHIPS.

Title II of the Appalachian Regional Devel-
opment Act of 1965 (40 U.S.C. App.) is amend-
ed by inserting after section 204 (as added by
section 6) the following:
‘‘SEC. 205. REGIONAL SKILLS PARTNERSHIPS.

‘‘(a) DEFINITION OF ELIGIBLE ENTITY.—In
this section, the term ‘eligible entity’ means
a consortium that—

‘‘(1) is established to serve 1 or more indus-
tries in a specified geographic area; and

‘‘(2) consists of representatives of—
‘‘(A) businesses (or a nonprofit organiza-

tion that represents businesses);
‘‘(B) labor organizations;
‘‘(C) State and local governments; or
‘‘(D) educational institutions.
‘‘(b) PROJECTS TO BE ASSISTED.—The Com-

mission may provide technical assistance,
make grants, enter into contracts, or other-
wise provide funds to eligible entities in the
region for projects to improve the job skills
of workers for a specified industry, including
projects for—

‘‘(1) the assessment of training and job
skill needs for the industry;

‘‘(2) the development of curricula and
training methods, including, in appropriate
cases, electronic learning or technology-
based training;

‘‘(3)(A) the identification of training pro-
viders; and

‘‘(B) the development of partnerships be-
tween the industry and educational institu-
tions, including community colleges;

‘‘(4) the development of apprenticeship pro-
grams;

‘‘(5) the development of training programs
for workers, including dislocated workers;
and

‘‘(6) the development of training plans for
businesses.

‘‘(c) ADMINISTRATIVE COSTS.—An eligible
entity may use not more than 10 percent of
the funds made available to the eligible enti-
ty under subsection (b) to pay administra-
tive costs associated with the projects de-
scribed in subsection (b).

‘‘(d) SOURCE OF FUNDING.—
‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—Assistance under this

section may be provided—
‘‘(A) exclusively from amounts made avail-

able to carry out this section; or
‘‘(B) from amounts made available to carry

out this section in combination with
amounts made available under any other
Federal program or from any other source.

‘‘(2) FEDERAL SHARE REQUIREMENTS SPECI-
FIED IN OTHER LAWS.—Notwithstanding any
provision of law limiting the Federal share
under any other Federal program, amounts
made available to carry out this section may
be used to increase that Federal share, as the
Commission determines to be appropriate.

‘‘(e) COST SHARING FOR GRANTS.—Not more
than 50 percent (or 80 percent in the case of
a project to be carried out in a county for
which a distressed county designation is in
effect under section 226) of the costs of any
activity eligible for a grant under this sec-
tion may be provided from funds appro-
priated to carry out this section.’’.
SEC. 8. PROGRAM DEVELOPMENT CRITERIA.

(a) ELIMINATION OF GROWTH CENTER CRI-
TERIA.—Section 224(a)(1) of the Appalachian
Regional Development Act of 1965 (40 U.S.C.
App.) is amended by striking ‘‘in an area de-

termined by the State have a significant po-
tential for growth or’’.

(b) ASSISTANCE TO DISTRESSED COUNTIES
AND AREAS.—Section 224 of the Appalachian
Regional Development Act of 1965 (40 U.S.C.
App.) is amended by adding at the end the
following:

‘‘(d) ASSISTANCE TO DISTRESSED COUNTIES
AND AREAS.—For fiscal year 2003 and each
fiscal year thereafter, not less than 50 per-
cent of the amount of grant expenditures ap-
proved by the Commission shall support ac-
tivities or projects that benefit severely and
persistently distressed counties and areas.’’.
SEC. 9. GRANTS FOR ADMINISTRATIVE EXPENSES

OF LOCAL DEVELOPMENT DIS-
TRICTS.

Section 302(a)(1)(A)(i) of the Appalachian
Regional Development Act of 1965 (40 U.S.C.
App.) is amended by inserting ‘‘(or, at the
discretion of the Commission, 75 percent of
such expenses in the case of a local develop-
ment district that has a charter or authority
that includes the economic development of a
county or part of a county for which a dis-
tressed county designation is in effect under
section 226)’’ after ‘‘such expenses’’.
SEC. 10. AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.

Section 401 of the Appalachian Regional
Development Act of 1965 (40 U.S.C. App.) is
amended to read as follows:
‘‘SEC. 401. AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.

‘‘(a) IN GENERAL.—In addition to amounts
authorized by section 201 and other amounts
made available for the Appalachian develop-
ment highway system program, there are au-
thorized to be appropriated to the Commis-
sion to carry out this Act—

‘‘(1) $88,000,000 for each of fiscal years 2002
through 2004;

‘‘(2) $90,000,000 for fiscal year 2005; and
‘‘(3) $92,000,000 for fiscal year 2006.
‘‘(b) TELECOMMUNICATIONS AND TECHNOLOGY

INITIATIVE.—Of the amounts made available
under subsection (a), the following amounts
may be made available to carry out section
203:

‘‘(1) $10,000,000 for fiscal year 2002.
‘‘(2) $8,000,000 for fiscal year 2003.
‘‘(3) $5,000,000 for each of fiscal years 2004

through 2006.
‘‘(c) AVAILABILITY.—Sums made available

under subsection (a) shall remain available
until expended.’’.
SEC. 11. ADDITION OF COUNTIES TO APPA-

LACHIAN REGION.
Section 403 of the Appalachian Regional

Development Act of 1965 (40 U.S.C. App.) is
amended—

(1) in the third undesignated paragraph (re-
lating to Kentucky)—

(A) by inserting ‘‘Edmonson,’’ after ‘‘Cum-
berland,’’;

(B) by inserting ‘‘Hart,’’ after ‘‘Harlan,’’;
and

(C) by striking ‘‘Montogomery,’’ and in-
serting ‘‘Montgomery,’’; and

(2) in the fifth undesignated paragraph (re-
lating to Mississippi)—

(A) by inserting ‘‘Montgomery,’’ after
‘‘Monroe,’’; and

(B) by inserting ‘‘Panola,’’ after
‘‘Oktibbeha,’’.
SEC. 12. TERMINATION.

Section 405 of the Appalachian Regional
Development Act of 1965 (40 U.S.C. App.) is
amended by striking ‘‘2001’’ and inserting
‘‘2006’’.
SEC. 13. TECHNICAL AND CONFORMING AMEND-

MENTS.
(a) Section 101(b) of the Appalachian Re-

gional Development Act of 1965 (40 U.S.C.
App.) is amended in the third sentence by
striking ‘‘implementing investment pro-
gram’’ and inserting ‘‘strategy statement’’.

(b) Section 106(7) of the Appalachian Re-
gional Development Act of 1965 (40 U.S.C.
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App.) is amended by striking ‘‘expiring no
later than September 30, 2001’’.

(c) Sections 202, 214, and 302(a)(1)(C) of the
Appalachian Regional Development Act of
1965 (40 U.S.C. App.) are amended by striking
‘‘grant-in-aid programs’’ each place it ap-
pears and inserting ‘‘grant programs’’.

(d) Section 202(a) of the Appalachian Re-
gional Development Act of 1965 (40 U.S.C.
App.) is amended in the second sentence by
striking ‘‘title VI of the Public Health Serv-
ice Act (42 U.S.C. 291–291o), the Mental Re-
tardation Facilities and Community Mental
Health Centers Construction Act of 1963 (77
Stat. 282),’’ and inserting ‘‘title VI of the
Public Health Service Act (42 U.S.C. 291 et
seq.), the Developmental Disabilities Assist-
ance and Bill of Rights Act of 2000 (42 U.S.C.
15001 et seq.),’’.

(e) Section 207(a) of the Appalachian Re-
gional Development Act of 1965 (40 U.S.C.
App.) is amended by striking ‘‘section 221 of
the National Housing Act, section 8 of the
United States Housing Act of 1937, section
515 of the Housing Act of 1949,’’ and inserting
‘‘section 221 of the National Housing Act (12
U.S.C. 1715l), section 8 of the United States
Housing Act of 1937 (42 U.S.C. 1437f), section
515 of the Housing Act of 1949 (42 U.S.C.
1485),’’.

(f) Section 214 of the Appalachian Regional
Development Act of 1965 (40 U.S.C. App.) is
amended—

(1) in the section heading, by striking
‘‘GRANT-IN-AID’’ and inserting ‘‘GRANT’’;

(2) in subsection (a)—
(A) by striking ‘‘grant-in-aid Act’’ each

place it appears and inserting ‘‘Act’’;
(B) in the first sentence, by striking

‘‘grant-in-aid Acts’’ and inserting ‘‘Acts’’;
(C) by striking ‘‘grant-in-aid program’’

each place it appears and inserting ‘‘grant
program’’; and

(D) by striking the third sentence;
(3) by striking subsection (c) and inserting

the following:
‘‘(c) DEFINITION OF FEDERAL GRANT PRO-

GRAM.—
‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—In this section, the term

‘Federal grant program’ means any Federal
grant program authorized by this Act or any
other Act that provides assistance for—

‘‘(A) the acquisition or development of
land;

‘‘(B) the construction or equipment of fa-
cilities; or

‘‘(C) any other community or economic de-
velopment or economic adjustment activity.

‘‘(2) INCLUSIONS.—In this section, the term
‘Federal grant program’ includes a Federal
grant program such as a Federal grant pro-
gram authorized by—

‘‘(A) the Consolidated Farm and Rural De-
velopment Act (7 U.S.C. 1921 et seq.);

‘‘(B) the Land and Water Conservation
Fund Act of 1965 (16 U.S.C. 460l–4 et seq.);

‘‘(C) the Watershed Protection and Flood
Prevention Act (16 U.S.C. 1001 et seq.);

‘‘(D) the Carl D. Perkins Vocational and
Technical Education Act of 1998 (20 U.S.C.
2301 et seq.);

‘‘(E) the Federal Water Pollution Control
Act (33 U.S.C. 1251 et seq.);

‘‘(F) title VI of the Public Health Service
Act (42 U.S.C. 291 et seq.);

‘‘(G) sections 201 and 209 of the Public
Works and Economic Development Act of
1965 (42 U.S.C. 3141, 3149);

‘‘(H) title I of the Housing and Community
Development Act of 1974 (42 U.S.C. 5301 et
seq.); or

‘‘(I) part IV of title III of the Communica-
tions Act of 1934 (47 U.S.C. 390 et seq.).

‘‘(3) EXCLUSIONS.—In this section, the term
‘Federal grant program’ does not include—

‘‘(A) the program for construction of the
Appalachian development highway system
authorized by section 201;

‘‘(B) any program relating to highway or
road construction authorized by title 23,
United States Code; or

‘‘(C) any other program under this Act or
any other Act to the extent that a form of fi-
nancial assistance other than a grant is au-
thorized.’’; and

(4) by striking subsection (d).
(g) Section 224(a)(2) of the Appalachian Re-

gional Development Act of 1965 (40 U.S.C.
App.) is amended by striking ‘‘relative per
capita income’’ and inserting ‘‘per capita
market income’’.

(h) Section 225 of the Appalachian Regional
Development Act of 1965 (40 U.S.C. App.)—

(1) in subsection (a)(3), by striking ‘‘devel-
opment program’’ and inserting ‘‘develop-
ment strategies’’; and

(2) in subsection (c)(2), by striking ‘‘devel-
opment programs’’ and inserting ‘‘develop-
ment strategies’’.

(i) Section 303 of the Appalachian Regional
Development Act of 1965 (40 U.S.C. App.) is
amended—

(1) in the section heading, by striking ‘‘IN-
VESTMENT PROGRAMS’’ and inserting ‘‘STRAT-
EGY STATEMENTS’’;

(2) in the first sentence, by striking ‘‘im-
plementing investments programs’’ and in-
serting ‘‘strategy statements’’; and

(3) by striking ‘‘implementing investment
program’’ each place it appears and inserting
‘‘strategy statement’’.

(j) Section 403 of the Appalachian Regional
Development Act of 1965 (40 U.S.C. App.) is
amended in the next-to-last undesignated
paragraph by striking ‘‘Committee on Public
Works and Transportation’’ and inserting
‘‘Committee on Transportation and Infra-
structure’’.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to the rule, the gentleman from
Ohio (Mr. LATOURETTE) and the gen-
tleman from Pennsylvania (Mr.
HOLDEN) each will control 20 minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Ohio (Mr. LATOURETTE).

Mr. LATOURETTE. Madam Speaker,
I yield myself such time as I may con-
sume.

Madam Speaker, we are back here
today to consider legislation that reau-
thorizes the Appalachian Regional
Commission. On August 2 of last year,
the House unanimously passed H.R.
2501, the Appalachian Regional Devel-
opment Reauthorization Act of 2001.
The legislation we are considering
today, S. 1206, is very similar to the
previously passed House bill with a few
minor exceptions.

Both the House and the Senate legis-
lation recognize the diligent efforts of
the Appalachian Regional Commission
to implement reforms required by the
1998 reauthorization that authorized
the commission for 5 years.

The Appalachian Regional Commis-
sion includes 406 counties in 13 States;
117 of those counties are considered to
be distressed under ARC’s definition of
economic conditions. This means the
117 counties have a 3-year unemploy-
ment rate of at least 150 percent of the
national average, a per capita market
income of no more than two-thirds the
national average, and a poverty rate of
at least 150 percent of the national
rate.

Historically, the Appalachian region
has faced high levels of poverty and
economic distress resulting from geo-

graphic isolation and inadequate infra-
structure. Since 1965, through its
unique Federal, State, local and pri-
vate partnerships, the ARC has worked
to improve economic and living condi-
tions through area-development pro-
grams. ARC funds are directed to lo-
cally developed projects that address
basic water and sewer infrastructure
needs, business and entrepreneurial de-
velopment, education and workforce
training, and improved health.

These programs provide technical as-
sistance and capacity-building as well
as improving telecommunications and
information technology to foster sus-
tainable economic development.

ARC’s assistance continues to be a
crucial part of the region’s economy
and has enabled it to adjust to the
elimination of major industries by
identifying alternatives to provide jobs
and attract outside investment.

Like the previously passed House
bill, S. 1206 assists ARC in completing
its important mission by requiring 50
percent of ARC project funds go to dis-
tressed counties and areas by creating
a council to coordinate Federal eco-
nomic development assistance in the
region by assisting affordable access to
technology and telecommunications
through a new program initiative and
by lowering the administrative costs
for local development districts that in-
clude a distressed county.

The committee has worked very
closely with the administration and
the other body to produce a bipartisan
and widely supported bill.

On that note, Madam Speaker, I want
to extend personal thanks to Senator
VOINOVICH of Ohio and his staff in the
other body for working with us as we
attempted to resolve the differences
between the House-passed bill and the
Senate bill that we are considering
today.

I am happy to say that the passage of
S. 1206 today will clear the measure to
be sent to the President for his signa-
ture. I support the bill. I do want to
commend and thank the leadership of
our full committee, the gentleman
from Alaska (Mr. YOUNG); and the gen-
tleman from Minnesota (Mr. OBER-
STAR), the ranking member; also the
gentleman from Illinois (Mr.
COSTELLO), who is not with us today
but an outstanding ranking member of
our subcommittee. We are honored to
have our friend, the gentleman from
Pennsylvania (Mr. HOLDEN) with us
today.

On the majority side, there are two
Members who really contributed
mightily to the effort as this bill
moved through the House and now as
we consider the Senate bill: first, a new
member of our committee and our sub-
committee, the gentlewoman from
West Virginia (Mrs. CAPITO), who came
to me very early in her term and early
in this session of Congress and indi-
cated that the reauthorization of the
Appalachian Regional Commission was
one of her top, if not her top, legisla-
tive priority in this Congress. She has
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been instrumental in making sure that
this bill has gotten to where it is
today. I want to publicly thank her.

Also to the gentleman from Ken-
tucky (Mr. LEWIS), who had additional
counties that he sought to have rep-
resented by ARC, and he was like the
proverbial tick on a dog making sure
that that language withstood the dis-
cussions between the House and the
Senate, and today S. 1206 bears the
fruit of the gentleman’s endeavors, and
we are appreciative of his work as well.

Madam Speaker, I urge support of
the legislation.

Madam Speaker, I reserve the bal-
ance of my time.

Mr. HOLDEN. Madam Speaker, I
yield myself such time as I may con-
sume.

I would first like to commend my
friend, the gentleman from Ohio (Mr.
LATOURETTE), the chairman of the Sub-
committee on Economic Development,
Public Buildings, and Emergency Man-
agement of the Committee on Trans-
portation and Infrastructure for his
diligence in moving this legislation
through the House. I would also like to
commend the gentleman from Illinois
(Mr. COSTELLO), the ranking Democrat
on the subcommittee, who provided in-
valuable help and assistance in advanc-
ing the bill through the legislative
process.

Madam Speaker, S. 1206, the Appa-
lachian Regional Development Act
Amendments of 2002, authorizes appro-
priations for the Appalachian Regional
Commission for 5 years.

The commission works to ensure the
people and businesses of the Appa-
lachian region have the knowledge,
skills, and access to telecommuni-
cations and technology services nec-
essary to compete in the knowledge-
based economy of the United States.

The bill authorizes the President to
establish an interagency coordinating
council on Appalachia. Further, it es-
tablishes a telecommunications and
technology initiative and an entrepre-
neurship initiative. These two initia-
tives are geared toward increasing ac-
cess to not only telecommunications
and technology, but also to providing
access to business incubator services
and to initiate sustainable businesses.
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The bill also promotes regional skills
partnerships.

In June, 2000, the Appalachian Re-
gional Commission issued a report that
documented the return the American
taxpayer gets for its investment in the
Appalachian region. $32.4 million in
ARC funding for infrastructure pro-
duced 23,777 direct jobs and an esti-
mated 20,954 indirect jobs. This same
investment produced $576.9 million in
wages and $14.3 million in State income
taxes.

In my congressional district, the
ARC approved a grant totaling $350,000
to the Schuylkill Economic Develop-
ment Corporation for improvements to
the Schuylkill Highbridge Business

Park that is expected to result in the
creating of 600 new jobs and the genera-
tion of over $40 million in private sec-
tor investment.

Just as it has done since its incep-
tion, the ARC has proven it provides a
fair return, both socially and economi-
cally, for the Federal Government’s in-
vestment.

Madam Speaker, the Appalachian Re-
gional Commission works. It has built
a successful business strategy on a re-
gional approach and serves as a model
for other Federal, State and regional
development partnerships.

Madam Speaker, I am pleased to sup-
port this bill and urge my colleagues to
join me in passing S. 1206.

Madam Speaker, I reserve the bal-
ance of my time.

Mr. LATOURETTE. Madam Speaker,
it is my pleasure to yield as much time
as she might consume to the gentle-
woman from West Virginia (Mrs.
CAPITO), who was instrumental in
crafting this legislation.

Mrs. CAPITO. Madam Speaker, I rise
today in support of S. 1206, and I would
like to thank my colleagues, the gen-
tleman from Ohio (Mr. LATOURETTE)
and the gentleman from Pennsylvania
(Mr. HOLDEN), for their whole-hearted
support not only of my efforts in seeing
this come to the floor today but in
bringing it to the floor.

As a native of West Virginia, the
only State that falls entirely within
the bounds of the Appalachian Re-
gional Commission’s borders, I stand
here today to recognize and applaud
the tremendous work this economic de-
velopment body performs to enhance
Appalachia’s economic landscape and
to foster job growth.

America’s investment in the ARC has
accomplished great things in my home
State of West Virginia to improve in-
frastructure and diversify local econo-
mies. These efforts will continue to fos-
ter better health care, workforce train-
ing, telecommunications and job cre-
ation.

Additionally, it has been shown that
completed ARC projects generate high-
er than expected tax revenues for local
and State economies. And with ARC re-
authorization, these programs will
have the added stability and long-term
financial security that will bring about
expanded economic development for
our future.

Recent reports have indicated that
every dollar of Federal funding for ARC
leverages about $58 more in private in-
vestment and traditional financing
through local, State and Federal part-
nerships. But my support for the ARC
is not only based on documented statis-
tics. It is also based on my own per-
sonal experience working with the var-
ious regional development groups.

Just last year, the town of
Wardensville, West Virginia, contacted
me regarding the need for immediate
assistance with the damaged sewer sys-
tem. I contacted the ARC and was able
to secure the necessary emergency
funding which allowed the town to re-

pair the damage almost immediately.
This is merely one example that typi-
fies the numerous and diverse ways in
which the ARC assists local commu-
nities.

As a side note, I would like to say 11
of the 20 counties that I represent in
West Virginia are considered distressed
economies in ARC’s terminologies.

Whether it is building new roads, pro-
viding employee training or assisting
local communities with flood damage,
the ARC has proven itself to be a tre-
mendous asset for West Virginia and
the rest of the region.

I am especially grateful to the ARC
for its commitment to improving the
lives of my fellow West Virginians. As
Congress seeks ways to enhance the
livelihoods of not only West Virginians
but also of all people of Appalachia, we
must recognize the contributions of the
ARC and immediately reauthorize it.

Mr. HOLDEN. Madam Speaker, I
have no further requests for time, and
I yield back the balance of my time.

GENERAL LEAVE

Mr. LATOURETTE. Madam Speaker,
I ask unanimous consent that all Mem-
bers may have 5 legislative days within
which to revise and extend their re-
marks and include extraneous material
on S. 1206, the measure that we are
considering at present.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mrs.
BIGGERT). Is there objection to the re-
quest of the gentleman from Ohio?

There was no objection.
Mr. LATOURETTE. Madam Speaker,

I yield myself the balance of my time.
Madam Speaker, this is a good piece

of legislation.
I know that the gentleman from Ken-

tucky (Mr. LEWIS) wanted to be here to
speak on this bill. I again, for the pur-
poses of the RECORD, one of the coun-
ty’s names that escapes me, but I know
that every time I saw the gentleman
from Kentucky (Mr. LEWIS) he wanted
Edmondson County, Edmondson Coun-
ty, Edmondson County included in this
piece of legislation. It is included in
this legislation thanks to his efforts,
and the folks in Edmondson County
should be thankful for his endeavors.

With that, I urge passage of the bill.
Mr. RAHALL. Madam Speaker, I am very

pleased that the House will pass S. 1206, the
‘‘Appalachian Regional Development Act
Amendments of 2002’’ today. This bill is nearly
identical to HR 2501, a bill to reauthorize the
Appalachian Regional Commission (ARC) that
we passed in the House on August 2, 2001.
The ARC gives grants to build highways,
water and sewer systems, industrial parks and
to develop health care programs and edu-
cational workforce training in distressed areas.

I am pleased that HR 2501 originated in the
Committee on Transportation and Infrastruc-
ture, of which I am a Member. I am also
pleased that my constituent, Mike Whitt, the
Executive Director of the Mingo County, West
Virginia, Redevelopment Authority, testified on
June 20, 2001, before the Subcommittee on
Economic Development, Public Buildings and
Emergency Management.

Mr. Whitt gave case studies of how ARC
programs make a positive difference in the
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lives of the people of West Virginia When
Mike Whitt testified, he told of how the ARC
gave financial help to create the James H.
Buck Harless Wood Products Industrial Park
that was developed on a reclaimed strip mine
site. This created 90 new jobs for my constitu-
ents to manufacture value added wood prod-
ucts.

In addition, the ARC gave Mingo County a
big boost by helping its people get in to the
acquaculture industry.

In the mid-90s, ARC funded a study con-
ducted by the Freshwater Institute of aban-
doned mine waters in West Virginia. Mingo
County and neighboring Logan County were
identified as having water with enough volume
and quality to generate 25–30 million pounds
of arctic char—a fish belonging to the salmon
family.

Mingo County has begun hatching fish in
these mine waters. Then they ship the min-
nows to a grow-out farm in Logan County.
This project has created nine new jobs so far
for local residents, and Mr. Whitt projects
about 40 additional new jobs will be created in
the acquaculture industry for local residents.

Best of all, Mingo and Logan Counties are
the only counties in West Virginia that will ship
fresh arctic char to Boston’s seafood market—
and the ARC study of abandoned mine waters
gave them their start.

Finally, regarding tourism, Mike Whitt was
able to help to develop the Hatfield-McCoy
Trails Recreation Project with the help of a
$100,000 grant from the ARC.

The Hatfield-McCoy Trail has become really
popular with hikers. It has boosted travel and
tourism in Mingo County. Motels that never
had guests over the weekend are now filling
up on weekends. Again, the ARC seed money
for the project gave the Hatfield-McCoy Trail
help with its development.

So we have an industrial park, acquaculture
and tourism coming to Mingo County, thanks
to ARC’s helping hand, when previously Mingo
County’s residents relied almost solely on the
coal mines for a job.

Mingo County is still on the ARC’s list of
distressed counties. The ARC is helping
Mingo County to diversify, with funds to back
up projects, and working hand-in-hand with
good people like Mike Whitt, whose goal is to
take Mingo County off the ARC distressed
counties list.

The entire state of West Virginia is included
in the ARC jurisdiction, along with parts of 12
other states ranging from the far North of the
Deep South: New York, Pennsylvania, Mary-
land, Virginia, Kentucky, Ohio, North Carolina,
South Carolina, Tennessee, Georgia, Alabama
and Mississippi.

Today’s bill will authorize $446 million for
ARC programs from fiscal years 2002–2006.
Because two of my goals in Congress are to
bridge the digital divide and to crate jobs, I am
pleased that the bill includes a Telecommuni-
cations and Information Technology Initiative
and an emphasis on boosting job skills.

First of all, the Telecommunications and In-
formation Technology initiative is authorized
for $33 million from fiscal years 2002–2006 in
order to develop the telecommunications infra-
structure in Appalachia, so that rural and small
towns will not be left behind in the Information
Age.

This means that students in West Virginia,
and all of Appalachia, will have remote access
to course materials that previously were only
available in more affluent, urban areas.

For job creation, S. 1206 provides that the
ARC can enter into partnerships with edu-
cational institutions, nor-for-profit organiza-
tions, state and local governments and unions
to provide job training to boost the local econ-
omy in West Virginia and throughout Appa-
lachia.

Finally, S. 1206 contains an ‘‘Entrepreneur-
ship Regional Initiative’’ to help local entre-
preneurs throughout Appalachia to start and
expand local businesses. This will be done by
providing local business persons with more
capital and education and training.

Madam Speaker, the ARC is a true example
of results and has been a model for devel-
oping other organizations to help citizens like
the Delta Regional Authority which serves 236
counties in federal-state partnerships in eight
states: Mississippi, Alabama, Arkansas, Illi-
nois, Kentucky, Louisiana, Missouri and Ten-
nessee.

The reason the ARC has been used as a
model is because, through its programs, the
ARC has helped people to help themselves by
giving them a start in health care, education,
business development, and in building high-
ways and water and sewer infrastructures,
along with bridging the digital divide, which is
so vital in today’s world.

I could not be more pleased that the House
will pass this bill today, and I look forward to
the seeing the president sign the bill
expeditiously.

Mr. LATOURETTE. Madam Speaker,
I yield back the balance of my time.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
question is on the motion offered by
the gentleman from Ohio (Mr.
LATOURETTE) that the House suspend
the rules and pass the Senate bill, S.
1206.

The question was taken; and (two-
thirds having voted in favor thereof)
the rules were suspended and the Sen-
ate bill was passed.

A motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.

f

EXPRESSING SYMPATHY TO PEO-
PLE OF DEMOCRATIC REPUBLIC
OF CONGO

Mr. ROYCE. Madam Speaker, I move
to suspend the rules and agree to the
concurrent resolution (H. Con. Res. 304)
expressing sympathy to the people of
the Democratic Republic of the Congo
who were tragically affected by the
eruption of the Nyiragongo volcano on
January 17, 2002, and supporting an in-
crease in the amount of assistance pro-
vided by the United States to the peo-
ple of the Democratic Republic of the
Congo, as amended.

The Clerk read as follows:
H. CON. RES. 304

Whereas on January 17, 2002, the
Nyiragongo volcano, which stands 11,380 feet
high and is located 6 miles north of the city
of Goma in the Democratic Republic of the
Congo, began to erupt without warning;

Whereas 147 people lost their lives and
150,000 people have been displaced as a result
of the recent Nyiragongo eruption;

Whereas the recent Nyiragongo eruption is
the most destructive volcanic eruption to
occur in Africa during the last 25 years;

Whereas the lava flow from the recent
Nyiragongo eruption was a mile wide in

places and destroyed the cathedral and water
plant of Goma and countless villages and
buildings;

Whereas dangers from fires, toxic fumes,
reoccurring tremors, and natural methane
gas under Lake Kivu continue to plague the
Goma region of the Democratic Republic of
the Congo;

Whereas the recent Nyiragongo eruption
destroyed crops and contaminated the main
water supply of Goma;

Whereas the suddenness of the recent
Nyiragongo eruption resulted in the separa-
tion of many children from their parents;

Whereas the United States has provided as-
sistance valued at $4,400,000 for food, water,
sanitation, and town planning to the people
of the Democratic Republic of the Congo af-
fected by the recent Nyiragongo eruption;

Whereas the Office of United States For-
eign Disaster Assistance (OFDA) of the
United States Agency for International De-
velopment (USAID) has made available addi-
tional funds for assistance to the people af-
fected by the recent Nyiragongo eruption;
and

Whereas the Governments of the United
Kingdom, Germany, France, and Belgium
have also offered assistance to the people of
the Democratic Republic of the Congo: Now,
therefore, be it

Resolved by the House of Representatives (the
Senate concurring), That Congress expresses
its deepest sympathies and condolences to
the people of the Democratic Republic of the
Congo who were tragically affected by the
eruption of the Nyiragongo volcano on Janu-
ary 17, 2002.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to the rule, the gentleman from
California (Mr. ROYCE) and the gentle-
woman from California (Ms. LEE) each
will control 20 minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from California (Mr. ROYCE).

GENERAL LEAVE

Mr. ROYCE. Madam Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that all Members
may have 5 legislative days within
which to revise and extend their re-
marks and include extraneous material
on the resolution under consideration.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from California?

There was no objection.
Mr. ROYCE. Madam Speaker, I yield

myself such time as I may consume.
This resolution is sponsored by the

gentleman from Illinois (Mr. DAVIS)
and the gentleman from New Jersey
(Mr. PAYNE) and the gentlewoman from
California (Ms. LEE), two Members of
the House Subcommittee on Africa
which I chair, and this expression of
support deserves the support of the
House.

On January 17, the Nyiragongo vol-
cano erupted and spewed white-hot
lava on Goma, a city on the shores of
Lake Kivu in eastern Congo; and that
eruption disrupted the lives of one-half
million people. Over 100 people lost
their lives in the initial stage, 150,000
were displaced by the lava flow, and
that lava flow was a mile wide in some
places. Then the eruption destroyed
the water plant, the homes, part of the
airport, the crops and an important
part of the business district. This nat-
ural catastrophe increased the already
dire humanitarian situation of a people
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suffering from the impact of the war
that started in Goma on August 2, 1988,
and then spread throughout the coun-
try.

The United States moved quickly to
aid the people affected by the volcanic
eruption, the most devastating erup-
tion in Africa in more than a quarter
century. We have provided over $4 mil-
lion in assistance. This includes food,
sanitation, town planning and seis-
mographic analysis to determine if
there was any danger of another vol-
canic eruption.

The U.S. contribution was part of an
international response that included
coordinated support from the United
Kingdom, from Germany, from France
and Belgium. This resolution supports
this aid.

Madam Speaker, I reserve the bal-
ance of my time.

Ms. LEE. Madam Speaker, I yield
myself such time as I may consume,
and I rise in strong support of this res-
olution.

First, I want to thank our sub-
committee chair, the gentleman from
California (Mr. ROYCE), for his leader-
ship and his support on all the issues
which we deal with as it relates to Af-
rica; and I would like to commend my
good friend and colleague, the gen-
tleman from Illinois (Mr. DAVIS), for
introducing this very important and
very compassionate resolution; and I
urge all of our colleagues here today to
support its passage.

This resolution offers our condo-
lences to the people of the Democratic
Republic of the Congo who were trag-
ically affected by the eruption of the
Nyiragongo volcano on January 17.

Madam Speaker, before dawn on Jan-
uary 17, the volcano, located 60 miles
north of the city of Goma in the Demo-
cratic Republic of the Congo, began to
erupt without warning. This volcano,
the eruption was really the most de-
structive to occur in Africa during the
last 25 years. The lava flow from the
eruption was a mile wide in places and
destroyed a major cathedral, the water
plant of Goma and countless buildings
and surrounding villages.

Dangers from fires, toxic fumes, reoc-
curring tremors and natural methane
gas under Lake Kivu plagued Goma
after the first tremors ceased.

Madam Speaker, according to the
United States Agency for International
Development and the United Nations, a
total of 400,000 Goma residents, 400,000,
were affected by this eruption; 147 peo-
ple died and more than 150,000 residents
lost their homes.

The eruption destroyed crops and
contaminated the main water supply
which threatened to trigger a cholera
epidemic.

The suddenness of the recent
Nyiragongo eruption also resulted in
the separation of many children from
their parents. This is really a humani-
tarian disaster of enormous potential.

Madam Speaker, I would like to com-
mend Mr. Dieudonne Wafula, a Congo-
lese vulcanologist, who predicted the

volcano’s eruption and actually sent e-
mails to experts around the world, in-
cluding to our own country, one week
before the lava began flowing on Janu-
ary 17. His work was very integral to
setting up an international survey
team to monitor the behavior of the
volcano after the major eruption,
thereby avoiding a further calamity to
the residents of Goma.

Madam Speaker, I would also like to
commend the United States Agency for
International Development for its very
swift response to this crisis. Monetary
support, relief commodities, including
blankets, water jugs, water stations,
dust masks, seismographic equipment
and emergency food aid, were among
the relief support provided by our gov-
ernment. The total value of that assist-
ance to date is near $4.4 million.

We have responded in a good way to
the crisis suffered by the people of
Goma. Many residents in that poor re-
gion live on less than $1 per day and
really had no way to deal with the im-
mediate tragedy caused by the volcano.
I am pleased that the United States
government, through our development
agency, was there to help.

Madam Speaker, now the immediate
crisis has passed, but the lingering ef-
fects may require further cooperation
between the United States, USAID and
the United Nations and other govern-
ment agencies. So I trust that we will
be willing to step up to the plate
should the need exist and we are called
upon to help.

I urge my colleagues to support H.
Con. Res. 304; and, Madam Speaker, I
want to once again commend the gen-
tleman from Illinois (Mr. DAVIS) for
bringing this to the attention not only
of this body but of the entire country.

Madam Speaker, I yield 4 minutes to
the gentleman from Illinois (Mr.
DAVIS), the congressperson who has in-
troduced this resolution.

Mr. DAVIS of Illinois. Madam Speak-
er, I want to thank first of all the gen-
tlewoman from California (Ms. LEE) for
yielding me the time.

Madam Speaker, I rise today to ex-
press concern, sorrow and sympathy
for the victims of the volcanic eruption
in Goma, Congo, on January 17, 2002.

First of all, I want to thank the gen-
tleman from Illinois (Mr. HYDE) and
the gentleman from California (Mr.
LANTOS), an original cosponsor, for
their support and efforts in getting this
resolution to the floor.

I would also like to thank the gen-
tleman from California (Mr. ROYCE)
and the gentleman from New Jersey
(Mr. PAYNE), also an original cospon-
sor, for their constant support and as-
sistance on this resolution and other
issues concerning the people of Africa.

In the early hours of January 17, 2002,
the massive volcano Nyirangongo ex-
ploded, creating three deadly lava
paths, each estimated to be approxi-
mately a mile wide, which instantly
destroyed homes, buildings and inno-
cent life that crossed its path.
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After the volcanic eruption ended,

the dangers did not cease for the people
of Goma. Earthquakes followed by
tremors and heavy rains extended the
misery. Almost a week later, hope
began to emerge in the Goma region.
The experts announced that the erup-
tion had stopped. The water supply
that was feared to be contaminated by
volcanic ash was declared safe, al-
though the water distribution system
was only up to 50 percent of its capac-
ity. The aid workers, who were forced
to wait due to the recurring dangers,
were finally able to begin the process
of delivering food and supplies to the
distraught.

I agree with President Bush that the
United States should and will help the
victims of Goma to rebuild their town
and their lives. I am very pleased that
the United States has allocated up to
$3 million for relief efforts to date,
which will become more than $4 mil-
lion in total aid, for the homes and
lives that were taken within seconds
will take years to rebuild.

America, Madam Speaker, is at her
best when we come to the aid of others
in great need. So again I want to thank
all of those who have shown support for
this resolution.

I also commend and thank Mr. Franz
Stuppard, a Congressional Fellow on
my staff, and Jennifer Luciano for
their work on this resolution. This
happens to be Franz’s last week of his
fellowship, and I want to thank him for
his service as he returns to the General
Services Administration, which is his
regular workstation. I wish that we
could keep him, because he has done
such an outstanding job, but I know
that GSA is awaiting his return.

I again thank the gentleman from
California (Mr. ROYCE) and the gentle-
woman from California (Ms. LEE) for
their support, and I urge passage of
this resolution.

Ms. LEE. Madam Speaker, I yield
myself such time as I may consume.

In closing, I want to urge my col-
leagues once again to support this reso-
lution, and I want to thank Chairman
ROYCE and the gentleman from Illinois
(Mr. DAVIS) for bringing this to the at-
tention of this body and of the entire
country. I know that our country will
continue to rise to the occasion in ad-
dressing the great humanitarian crises
that the people of the Republic of the
Congo are facing.

Madam Speaker, I have no further re-
quests for time, and I yield back the
balance of my time.

Mr. ROYCE. Madam Speaker, I yield
myself the balance of my time; and I
would again like to thank the gentle-
woman from California (Ms. LEE), the
gentleman from Illinois (Mr. DAVIS),
and the gentleman from New Jersey
(Mr. PAYNE).

Madam Speaker, as we pass this reso-
lution in support of the people of Goma
in the Democratic Republic of the
Congo, there is at this time, today, an
important meeting under way. And in
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this meeting are representatives of the
Congolese opposition political parties,
the armed rebel movements, civil soci-
ety, and the Government of the Demo-
cratic Republic of the Congo. They are
meeting in South Africa as part of the
Inter-Congolese Dialogue. We urge
them to put the interests of the nation
over their parochial concerns.

This dialogue for peace is mandated
by the Lusaka Accords, which provides
a blueprint to return peace to the di-
vided Congo. It is intended to map out
a new political arrangement that will
result in the establishment of a demo-
cratic system of government. In addi-
tion, all foreign troops are to be with-
drawn from Congolese soil. This will
provide the resourceful Congolese peo-
ple with the opportunity to benefit
from their own talents and the abun-
dant natural resources with which they
have been blessed. We hope they suc-
ceed.

Mr. MCDERMOTT. Madam Speaker, I rise
today in support of H. Con. Res. 304.

Before I was elected to my first term in the
Congress I was stationed in the Democratic
Republic of the Congo as a Regional Medical
Officer for the Foreign Service, so I am very
familiar with this wondrous yet volatile area.

The eruption of Mount Nyiragongo is the lat-
est in a line of tragedies suffered by the Con-
golese people. Since the attempted coup of
the late President Laurent Kabila in August
1998 the Republic has been embattled in a
bitter civil war between the government and
opposition rebel groups.

Now, with the eruption of Mount
Nyiragongo, the Congolese people are wit-
nessing a new level of suffering. The results of
the eruption are staggering. 46 people were
initially killed, according to The International
Federation of Red Cross Societies. 10,000
people are left homeless in the city of Goma.

Hundreds of thousands are out of work as
a reported 13% of the city was destroyed from
the 110 million cubic yards of lava erupted
from the volcano. Further complicating things
is a cholera outbreak that is hindering humani-
tarian groups from reaching the 35,000 people
in need of food.

Yet despair occasionally brings hope. This
most recent disaster has cast attention on the
war-torn nation, and this week, at the urging of
President Thabo Mbeki, South Africa is hold-
ing a summit in an effort to bring peace back
to the Republic.

We can only hope that in the wake of this
tragedy the warring factions can set aside
their differences, begin forming a transitional
government, and set a date for future elec-
tions that will bring unity and peace to the
Congolese people.

Mr. ROYCE. Madam Speaker, I yield
back the balance of my time.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mrs.
BIGGERT). The question is on the mo-
tion offered by the gentleman from
California (Mr. ROYCE) that the House
suspend the rules and agree to the con-
current resolution, H. Con. Res 304, as
amended.

The question was taken.
The SPEAKER pro tempore. In the

opinion of the Chair, two-thirds of
those present have voted in the affirm-
ative.

Mr. ROYCE. Madam Speaker, on that
I demand the yeas and nays.

The yeas and nays were ordered.
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-

ant to clause 8 of rule XX and the
Chair’s prior announcement, further
proceedings on this motion will be
postponed.

f

RECESS

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to clause 12 of rule I, the Chair de-
clares the House in recess until ap-
proximately 6:30 p.m.

Accordingly (at 2 o’clock and 50 min-
utes p.m.), the House stood in recess
until approximately 6:30 p.m.

f

b 1830

AFTER RECESS

The recess having expired, the House
was called to order by the Speaker pro
tempore (Mr. ISAKSON) at 6 o’clock and
30 minutes p.m.

f

RESIGNATION AS MEMBER OF
COMMITTEE ON INTERNATIONAL
RELATIONS

The SPEAKER pro tempore laid be-
fore the House the following resigna-
tion as a member of the Committee on
International Relations:

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES,
Washington, DC, February 19, 2002.

Hon. DENNIS HASTERT,
Speaker of the House,
U.S. Capitol, Washington, DC.

DEAR MR. SPEAKER: Effective February 19,
2002, I hereby resign from the House Com-
mittee on International Relations.

Sincerely,
RICHARD BURR,
Member of Congress.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Without
objection, the resignation is accepted.

There was no objection.

f

ELECTION OF MEMBER TO COM-
MITTEE ON INTERNATIONAL RE-
LATIONS

Mr. DEAL of Georgia. Mr. Speaker, I
offer a resolution (H. Res. 349) and I
ask unanimous consent for its imme-
diate consideration.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
Clerk will report the resolution.

The Clerk read as follows:
H. RES. 349

Resolved, That the following Member be
and is hereby elected to the following stand-
ing committee of the House of Representa-
tives:

International Relations: Mr. Green of Wis-
consin.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from Georgia?

There was no objection.
The resolution was agreed to.
A motion to reconsider was laid on

the table.

APPOINTMENT AS MEMBER TO
BOARD OF DIRECTORS OF NA-
TIONAL URBAN AIR TOXICS RE-
SEARCH CENTER

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Without
objection, and pursuant to section 112
of the Clean Air Act (42 U.S.C. 7412),
the Chair announces the Speaker’s ap-
pointment of the following member on
the part of the House to the Board of
Directors of the National Urban Air
Toxics Research Center to fill the ex-
isting vacancy thereon:

Mr. Hans P. Blaschek, Champaign, Il-
linois.

There was no objection.

f

COMMUNICATION FROM THE HON.
JOSEPH M. HOEFFEL, MEMBER
OF CONGRESS

The SPEAKER pro tempore laid be-
fore the House the following commu-
nication from the Honorable JOSEPH M.
HOEFFEL, Member of Congress:

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES,
Washington, DC, February 1, 2002.

Hon. DENNIS J. HASTERT,
Speaker, U.S. House of Representatives,
Washington, DC.

DEAR MR. SPEAKER: This is to formally no-
tify you, pursuant to Rule VIII of the Rules
of the House of Representatives, that I have
been served with a civil subpoena for docu-
ments issued by the United States District
Court for the Eastern District of Pennsyl-
vania in a civil case pending there.

After consultation with the Office of Gen-
eral Counsel, I will determine whether it is
consistent with the precedents and privileges
of the House to comply with the subpoena.

Sincerely,
JOSEPH M. HOEFFEL.

f

COMMUNICATION FROM THE HON.
BRAD SHERMAN, MEMBER OF
CONGRESS

The SPEAKER pro tempore laid be-
fore the House the following commu-
nication from the Honorable BRAD
SHERMAN, Member of Congress:

WASHINGTON, DC,
February 26, 2002.

Hon. J. DENNIS HASTERT,
Speaker, House of Representatives,
Washington, DC.

DEAR MR. SPEAKER: This is to formally no-
tify you, pursuant to Rule VII of the Rules of
the House of Representatives, that I have
been served with civil subpoenas for docu-
ments and testimony issued by the United
States District Court for the Central District
of California in a civil case pending there.
The testimony and documents sought relate
in part to the official functions of the House.

After consultation with the Office of Gen-
eral Counsel, I will determine whether it is
consistent with the privileges and rights of
the House to comply with the subpoenas, to
the extent that they seek testimony and doc-
uments that relate to the official functions
of the House.

Sincerely,
BRAD SHERMAN.

f

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER
PRO TEMPORE

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to clause 8 of rule XX, the Chair
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will now put the question on motions
to suspend the rules on which further
proceedings were postponed earlier
today.

Votes will be taken in the following
order:

Concurring in the Senate amendment
to H.R. 1892, by the yeas and nays; and

H. Con. Res. 304, by the yeas and
nays.

The Chair will reduce to 5 minutes
the time for the second vote in this se-
ries.

f

FAMILY SPONSOR IMMIGRATION
ACT OF 2001

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
pending business is the question of sus-
pending the rules and concurring in the
Senate amendment to the bill, H.R.
1892.

The Clerk read the title of the bill.
The SPEAKER pro tempore. The

question is on the motion offered by
the gentleman from Wisconsin (Mr.
SENSENBRENNER) that the House sus-
pend the rules and concur in the Sen-
ate amendment to the bill, H.R. 1892,
on which the yeas and nays are or-
dered.

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—yeas 404, nays 3,
not voting 26, as follows:

[Roll No. 39]

YEAS—404

Abercrombie
Aderholt
Akin
Allen
Andrews
Armey
Baca
Baird
Baker
Baldwin
Ballenger
Barcia
Barr
Barrett
Bartlett
Bass
Becerra
Bereuter
Berkley
Berman
Berry
Biggert
Bilirakis
Bishop
Blumenauer
Blunt
Boehlert
Boehner
Bonilla
Bono
Boozman
Borski
Boswell
Boucher
Boyd
Brady (PA)
Brady (TX)
Brown (OH)
Brown (SC)
Bryant
Burr
Burton
Buyer
Callahan
Calvert
Camp
Cannon
Cantor
Capito
Capps
Capuano
Cardin

Carson (IN)
Carson (OK)
Castle
Chabot
Chambliss
Clay
Clayton
Clement
Clyburn
Coble
Collins
Combest
Conyers
Cooksey
Cox
Coyne
Cramer
Crane
Crenshaw
Crowley
Cubin
Culberson
Cummings
Cunningham
Davis (CA)
Davis (FL)
Davis (IL)
Davis, Jo Ann
Davis, Tom
Deal
DeFazio
DeGette
Delahunt
DeLauro
DeLay
DeMint
Deutsch
Diaz-Balart
Dicks
Dingell
Doggett
Dooley
Doyle
Dreier
Duncan
Dunn
Edwards
Ehlers
Ehrlich
Emerson
Engel
English

Eshoo
Etheridge
Evans
Everett
Farr
Fattah
Ferguson
Filner
Flake
Fletcher
Foley
Forbes
Ford
Fossella
Frank
Frelinghuysen
Frost
Gallegly
Ganske
Gekas
Gephardt
Gibbons
Gilchrest
Gillmor
Gonzalez
Goodlatte
Gordon
Goss
Graham
Granger
Graves
Green (TX)
Green (WI)
Greenwood
Grucci
Gutierrez
Gutknecht
Hall (OH)
Hall (TX)
Hansen
Harman
Hart
Hastings (FL)
Hastings (WA)
Hayes
Hayworth
Hefley
Herger
Hill
Hilliard
Hinchey
Hinojosa

Hobson
Hoeffel
Hoekstra
Holden
Holt
Honda
Hooley
Horn
Hostettler
Houghton
Hoyer
Hulshof
Hunter
Hyde
Inslee
Isakson
Israel
Issa
Istook
Jackson (IL)
Jackson-Lee

(TX)
Jefferson
John
Johnson (CT)
Johnson (IL)
Johnson, E. B.
Johnson, Sam
Jones (NC)
Jones (OH)
Kanjorski
Kaptur
Keller
Kelly
Kennedy (MN)
Kennedy (RI)
Kerns
Kildee
Kilpatrick
Kind (WI)
King (NY)
Kingston
Kirk
Kleczka
Knollenberg
Kolbe
Kucinich
LaFalce
LaHood
Lampson
Langevin
Lantos
Larsen (WA)
Larson (CT)
Latham
LaTourette
Leach
Lee
Levin
Lewis (CA)
Lewis (GA)
Lewis (KY)
Linder
Lipinski
LoBiondo
Lofgren
Lowey
Lucas (KY)
Lucas (OK)
Luther
Maloney (CT)
Maloney (NY)
Manzullo
Markey
Mascara
Matheson
Matsui
McCarthy (MO)
McCarthy (NY)
McCollum
McCrery
McDermott
McGovern
McHugh

McInnis
McIntyre
McKeon
McKinney
McNulty
Meehan
Meek (FL)
Meeks (NY)
Menendez
Mica
Millender-

McDonald
Miller, Dan
Miller, Gary
Miller, George
Miller, Jeff
Mink
Mollohan
Moore
Moran (KS)
Moran (VA)
Morella
Myrick
Nadler
Napolitano
Neal
Nethercutt
Ney
Northup
Norwood
Nussle
Oberstar
Obey
Olver
Ortiz
Osborne
Ose
Otter
Owens
Oxley
Pallone
Pascrell
Pastor
Paul
Pelosi
Pence
Peterson (MN)
Peterson (PA)
Petri
Pickering
Pitts
Platts
Pombo
Pomeroy
Portman
Price (NC)
Pryce (OH)
Putnam
Quinn
Radanovich
Rahall
Ramstad
Rangel
Regula
Rehberg
Reynolds
Rivers
Rodriguez
Roemer
Rogers (KY)
Rogers (MI)
Rohrabacher
Ros-Lehtinen
Ross
Rothman
Roybal-Allard
Royce
Ryan (WI)
Ryun (KS)
Sabo
Sanchez
Sanders
Sandlin
Sawyer

Saxton
Schaffer
Schakowsky
Schiff
Schrock
Scott
Sensenbrenner
Serrano
Sessions
Shadegg
Shaw
Shays
Sherman
Sherwood
Shimkus
Shows
Shuster
Simmons
Simpson
Skeen
Skelton
Slaughter
Smith (MI)
Smith (NJ)
Smith (TX)
Smith (WA)
Snyder
Solis
Souder
Spratt
Stark
Stearns
Stenholm
Strickland
Stupak
Sununu
Sweeney
Tanner
Tauscher
Tauzin
Taylor (MS)
Taylor (NC)
Terry
Thomas
Thompson (CA)
Thompson (MS)
Thornberry
Thune
Thurman
Tiahrt
Tiberi
Tierney
Toomey
Towns
Turner
Udall (CO)
Udall (NM)
Upton
Velazquez
Visclosky
Vitter
Walden
Walsh
Wamp
Watkins (OK)
Watson (CA)
Watt (NC)
Waxman
Weldon (FL)
Weldon (PA)
Weller
Wexler
Whitfield
Wicker
Wilson (NM)
Wilson (SC)
Wolf
Woolsey
Wu
Wynn
Young (AK)
Young (FL)

NAYS—3

Goode Stump Tancredo

NOT VOTING—26

Ackerman
Bachus
Baldacci
Barton
Bentsen
Blagojevich
Bonior
Brown (FL)
Condit

Costello
Doolittle
Gilman
Hilleary
Jenkins
Lynch
Murtha
Payne
Phelps

Reyes
Riley
Roukema
Rush
Traficant
Waters
Watts (OK)
Weiner

b 1857

Mr. TANCREDO changed his vote
from ‘‘yea’’ to ‘‘nay.’’

So (two-thirds having voted in favor
thereof) the rules were suspended and
the Senate amendment was concurred
in.

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

A motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.

f

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER
PRO TEMPORE

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
ISAKSON). Pursuant to clause 8, rule
XX, the Chair will reduce to 5 minutes
the minimum time for electronic vot-
ing on the additional motion to sus-
pend the rules on which the Chair has
postponed further proceedings.

f

EXPRESSING SYMPATHY TO PEO-
PLE OF DEMOCRATIC REPUBLIC
OF CONGO

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
pending business is the question of sus-
pending the rules and agreeing to the
concurrent resolution, H. Con. Res. 304,
as amended.

The Clerk read the title of the con-
current resolution.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
question is on the motion offered by
the gentleman from California (Mr.
ROYCE) that the House suspend the
rules and agree to the concurrent reso-
lution, H. Con. Res. 304, as amended, on
which the yeas and nays are ordered.

This will be a 5-minute vote.
The vote was taken by electronic de-

vice, and there were—yeas 405, nays 1,
not voting 27, as follows:

[Roll No. 40]

YEAS—405

Abercrombie
Aderholt
Akin
Allen
Andrews
Armey
Baca
Baird
Baker
Baldwin
Ballenger
Barcia
Barr
Barrett
Bartlett
Bass
Becerra
Bereuter
Berkley
Berman
Berry
Biggert
Bilirakis
Bishop
Blumenauer
Blunt
Boehlert
Boehner
Bonilla
Bono
Boozman
Borski
Boswell
Boucher
Boyd
Brady (PA)
Brady (TX)

Brown (OH)
Brown (SC)
Bryant
Burr
Burton
Buyer
Callahan
Calvert
Camp
Cannon
Cantor
Capito
Capps
Capuano
Cardin
Carson (IN)
Carson (OK)
Castle
Chabot
Chambliss
Clay
Clayton
Clement
Clyburn
Coble
Collins
Combest
Conyers
Cooksey
Cox
Coyne
Cramer
Crane
Crenshaw
Crowley
Cubin
Culberson

Cummings
Cunningham
Davis (CA)
Davis (FL)
Davis (IL)
Davis, Jo Ann
Davis, Tom
Deal
DeFazio
DeGette
Delahunt
DeLauro
DeLay
DeMint
Deutsch
Diaz-Balart
Dicks
Dingell
Doggett
Doyle
Dreier
Duncan
Dunn
Edwards
Ehlers
Ehrlich
Emerson
Engel
English
Eshoo
Etheridge
Evans
Everett
Farr
Fattah
Ferguson
Filner
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Flake
Fletcher
Foley
Forbes
Ford
Fossella
Frank
Frelinghuysen
Frost
Gallegly
Ganske
Gekas
Gephardt
Gibbons
Gilchrest
Gillmor
Gonzalez
Goode
Goodlatte
Gordon
Goss
Graham
Granger
Graves
Green (TX)
Green (WI)
Greenwood
Grucci
Gutierrez
Gutknecht
Hall (OH)
Hall (TX)
Hansen
Harman
Hart
Hastings (FL)
Hastings (WA)
Hayes
Hayworth
Hefley
Herger
Hill
Hilliard
Hinchey
Hinojosa
Hobson
Hoeffel
Hoekstra
Holden
Holt
Honda
Hooley
Horn
Hostettler
Houghton
Hoyer
Hulshof
Hunter
Hyde
Inslee
Isakson
Israel
Issa
Istook
Jackson (IL)
Jackson-Lee

(TX)
Jefferson
John
Johnson (CT)
Johnson (IL)
Johnson, E. B.
Johnson, Sam
Jones (NC)
Jones (OH)
Kanjorski
Kaptur
Keller
Kelly
Kennedy (MN)
Kennedy (RI)
Kerns
Kildee
Kilpatrick
Kind (WI)
King (NY)
Kingston
Kirk
Kleczka
Knollenberg
Kolbe
Kucinich
LaFalce
LaHood
Lampson
Langevin
Lantos
Larsen (WA)
Larson (CT)

Latham
LaTourette
Leach
Lee
Levin
Lewis (CA)
Lewis (GA)
Lewis (KY)
Linder
Lipinski
LoBiondo
Lofgren
Lowey
Lucas (KY)
Lucas (OK)
Luther
Maloney (CT)
Maloney (NY)
Manzullo
Markey
Mascara
Matheson
Matsui
McCarthy (MO)
McCarthy (NY)
McCollum
McCrery
McDermott
McGovern
McHugh
McInnis
McIntyre
McKeon
McKinney
McNulty
Meehan
Meek (FL)
Meeks (NY)
Menendez
Mica
Millender-

McDonald
Miller, Dan
Miller, Gary
Miller, George
Miller, Jeff
Mink
Mollohan
Moore
Moran (KS)
Moran (VA)
Morella
Myrick
Nadler
Napolitano
Neal
Nethercutt
Ney
Northup
Norwood
Nussle
Oberstar
Obey
Olver
Ortiz
Osborne
Ose
Otter
Owens
Oxley
Pallone
Pascrell
Pastor
Pelosi
Pence
Peterson (MN)
Peterson (PA)
Petri
Pickering
Pitts
Platts
Pombo
Pomeroy
Portman
Price (NC)
Pryce (OH)
Putnam
Quinn
Radanovich
Rahall
Ramstad
Rangel
Regula
Rehberg
Reynolds
Rivers
Rodriguez
Roemer
Rogers (KY)

Rogers (MI)
Rohrabacher
Ros-Lehtinen
Ross
Rothman
Roybal-Allard
Royce
Ryan (WI)
Ryun (KS)
Sabo
Sanchez
Sanders
Sandlin
Sawyer
Saxton
Schaffer
Schakowsky
Schiff
Schrock
Scott
Sensenbrenner
Serrano
Sessions
Shadegg
Shaw
Shays
Sherman
Sherwood
Shimkus
Shows
Shuster
Simmons
Simpson
Skeen
Skelton
Slaughter
Smith (MI)
Smith (NJ)
Smith (TX)
Smith (WA)
Snyder
Solis
Souder
Spratt
Stark
Stearns
Stenholm
Strickland
Stump
Stupak
Sununu
Sweeney
Tancredo
Tanner
Tauscher
Tauzin
Taylor (MS)
Taylor (NC)
Terry
Thomas
Thompson (CA)
Thompson (MS)
Thornberry
Thune
Thurman
Tiahrt
Tiberi
Tierney
Toomey
Towns
Turner
Udall (CO)
Udall (NM)
Upton
Velazquez
Visclosky
Vitter
Walden
Walsh
Wamp
Watkins (OK)
Watson (CA)
Watt (NC)
Waxman
Weldon (FL)
Weldon (PA)
Weller
Wexler
Whitfield
Wicker
Wilson (NM)
Wilson (SC)
Wolf
Woolsey
Wu
Wynn
Young (AK)
Young (FL)

NAYS—1

Paul

NOT VOTING—27

Ackerman
Bachus
Baldacci
Barton
Bentsen
Blagojevich
Bonior
Brown (FL)
Condit

Costello
Dooley
Doolittle
Gilman
Hilleary
Jenkins
Lynch
Murtha
Payne

Phelps
Reyes
Riley
Roukema
Rush
Traficant
Waters
Watts (OK)
Weiner

b 1906

So (two-thirds having voted in favor
thereof) the rules were suspended and
the concurrent resolution, as amended,
was agreed to.

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

The title of the concurrent resolution
was amended so as to read: ‘‘Concur-
rent resolution expressing sympathy to
the people of the Democratic Republic
of the Congo who were tragically af-
fected by the eruption of the
Nyiragongo volcano on January 17,
2002.’’.

A motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.

f

PERSONAL EXPLANATION

Mr. WATTS of Oklahoma. Mr. Speaker, I
was unavoidably detained in Oklahoma earlier
today on family business and missed votes on
H.R. 1892 and S. 1206. I respectfully request
that the RECORD reflect that, had I been here,
I would have voted ‘‘yea’’ on each of these
votes.

f

CONSIDERING MEMBER AS FIRST
SPONSOR OF H.R. 2714

Mr. DEMINT. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that I may here-
after be considered as the first sponsor
of H.R. 2714, a bill originally intro-
duced by the gentleman from Okla-
homa (Mr. LARGENT), for the purpose of
adding cosponsors and requesting re-
prints pursuant to clause 7 of rule XII.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
ISAKSON). Is there objection to the re-
quest of the gentleman from South
Carolina?

There was no objection.
f

SPECIAL ORDERS

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mrs.
CAPITO). Under the Speaker’s an-
nounced policy of January 3, 2001, and
under a previous order of the House,
the following Members will be recog-
nized for 5 minutes each.

f

CONGRESSIONAL WAR POWER

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Texas (Mr. PAUL) is recog-
nized for 5 minutes.

Mr. PAUL. Mr. Speaker, the war
drums are beating, louder and louder.
Iraq, Iran, and North Korea have been
forewarned. Plans have been laid and,
for all we know, already initiated for
the overthrow and assassination of
Saddam Hussein.

There has been talk of sabotage, psy-
chological warfare, arming domestic
rebels, killing Hussein and even an out-
right invasion of Iraq with hundreds of
thousands of U.S. troops. All we hear
about in the biased media is the need
to eliminate Saddam Hussein, with lit-
tle regard of how this, in itself, might
totally destabilize the entire Middle
East and Central Asia. It could, in fact,
make the Iraqi problem much worse.

The assumption is that, with our suc-
cess in Afghanistan, we should now
pursue this same policy against any
country we choose, no matter how
flimsy the justification. It hardly can
be argued that it is because authori-
tarian governments deserve our wrath,
considering the number of current and
past such governments that we have
not only tolerated but subsidized.

Protestations from our Arab allies
are silenced by our dumping more
American taxpayers’ dollars on them.

European criticism that the U.S. is
now following a unilateral approach is
brushed off by the United States, which
only causes more apprehension in the
European Community. Widespread sup-
port from the eager media pumps the
public to support the warmongers in
the administration.

The pros and cons of how dangerous
Saddam Hussein actually is are legiti-
mate. However, it is rarely pointed out
that the CIA has found no evidence
whatsoever that Iraq was involved in
the terrorist attacks of 9–11.

Rarely do we hear that Iraq has never
committed any aggression against the
United States. No one in the media
questions our aggression against Iraq
for the past 12 years by continuous
bombing and imposed sanctions respon-
sible for the death of hundreds of thou-
sands of children in Iraq.

The Iraqis’ defense of their homeland
can hardly be characterized as aggres-
sion against those who rain bombs
down on them. We had to go over 6,000
miles to pick this fight against a
Third-World nation with little ability
to defend itself.

Our policies have actually served to
generate support for Saddam Hussein,
in spite of his brutal control of the
Iraqi people. He is as strong today, if
not stronger, as he was prior to the
Persian Gulf War 12 years ago.

Even today, our jingoism ironically
is driving a closer alliance between
Iraq and Iran, long-time, bitter en-
emies.

While we trade with and subsidize to
the hilt the questionable government
of China, we place sanctions on and
refuse to trade with Iran and Iraq,
which only causes greater antagonism.
But if the warmongers’ goal is to have
a war regardless of international law
and the Constitution, current policy
serves their interests.

Could it be that only by war and re-
moval of certain governments we can
maintain control of the oil in this re-
gion? Could it be all about oil and have
nothing to do with U.S. national secu-
rity?
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Too often when we dictate who will

lead another country, we only replace
one group of thugs with another, as we
just did in Afghanistan, with the only
difference being that the thugs who we
support are expected to be puppet-like
and remain loyal to the United States,
or else.

Although bits and pieces of the ad-
ministration’s plans to wage war
against Iraq and possibly Iran and
North Korea are garnered, we never
hear any mention of the authority to
do so. It seems that Tony Blair’s ap-
proval is more important than the ap-
proval of the American people.

Congress never complains about its
lost prerogatives to be the sole declarer
of war. Astoundingly, Congress is only
too eager to give war powers to our
presidents through the back door by
the use of some fuzzy resolution that
the president can use as his justifica-
tion. Once the hostilities begin, the
money always follows, because Con-
gress fears criticism for not ‘‘sup-
porting the troops.’’ But putting troops
in harm’s way without proper author-
ity and unnecessarily can hardly be the
way to ‘‘support the troops.’’

Let it be clearly understood: There is
no authority to wage war against Iraq
without the Congress passing a Dec-
laration of War. H.J. Res. 65, passed in
the aftermath of 9–11, does not even
suggest that this authority exists. A
U.N. resolution authorizing an Iraqi in-
vasion, even if it were to come, cannot
replace the legal process for the United
States going to war as precisely de-
fined in the Constitution. We must re-
member, a covert war is no more jus-
tifiable and is even more reprehensible.

Only tyrants can take a nation to
war without the consent of the people.
The planned war against Iraq without a
declaration of war is illegal. It is un-
wise because of the many unforeseen
consequences that are likely to result.
It is immoral and unjust, because it
has nothing to do with U.S. security
and because Iraq has not initiated ag-
gression against us.

Besides, the American people become
less secure when we risk a major con-
flict driven by commercial interests
and not authorized in a proper manner
by the Congress. Victory under these
circumstances is always elusive, and
unintended consequences are inevi-
table.

f

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from California (Mr. GEORGE
MILLER) is recognized for 5 minutes.

(Mr. GEORGE MILLER of California
addressed the House. His remarks will
appear hereafter in the Extensions of
Remarks.)

f

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Pennsylvania (Mr.
WELDON) is recognized for 5 minutes.

(Mr. WELDON of Pennsylvania ad-
dressed the House. His remarks will ap-

pear hereafter in the Extensions of Re-
marks.)

f

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gentle-
woman from the District of Columbia
(Ms. NORTON) is recognized for 5 min-
utes.

(Ms. NORTON addressed the House.
Her remarks will appear hereafter in
the Extensions of Remarks.)

f

b 1915

REGARDING THE NATIONAL AVIA-
TION CAPACITY EXPANSION ACT

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mrs.
CAPITO). Under a previous order of the
House, the gentleman from Illinois
(Mr. LIPINSKI) is recognized for 5 min-
utes.

Mr. LIPINSKI. Madam Speaker, I
rise tonight to speak about the Na-
tional Aviation Capacity Expansion
Act, a bill that will help end 20 years of
aviation gridlock at the most impor-
tant crossroads of American aviation.

This measure would codify a histor-
ical agreement between Mayor Daley
and Governor Ryan that will expand
and modernize O’Hare International
Airport, take steps to construct a new
south suburban airport, and keep Chi-
cago’s downtown general aviation air-
port open for 25 years.

It is necessary to codify this agree-
ment into Federal law because the city
and the State do not want to move for-
ward with this $6 billion project only
to have a future governor rescind the
agreement, thereby throwing billions
of dollars down the drain.

The agreement reached December 5
by the Governor and Mayor is good
news for our national aviation trans-
portation system and for air travelers.
O’Hare modernization is perhaps the
most important action Congress and
the Federal Government can take to
alleviate system-wide congestion.

Chicago O’Hare is a vital economic
engine in Chicago, the State of Illinois,
the Midwest, and the entire Nation. It
is among the world’s busiest airports
and serves as the only dual hub with
United and American Airlines basing
significant equipment, employees, and
assets at the facility.

O’Hare serves more than 190,000 trav-
elers per day, nearly 73 million in the
year 2000. This is the Nation’s busiest
airport in number of passengers. Forty-
eight States have direct access to
O’Hare, as it serves communities large
and small.

But O’Hare needs to be redesigned to
meet the demands of today’s market-
place. Designed in the 1950s, the airport
has intersecting runways and a layout
designed for smaller aircraft. By sim-
ply reconfiguring the airport layout,
many weather-related delays could be
avoided. By replacing old runways with
safer, parallel configurations, delays
and cancellations would be greatly re-
duced, eliminating delays that often
ripple throughout the entire Nation.

Ninety percent of O’Hare’s mod-
ernization will be paid for by airline
and airport guaranteed funds, includ-
ing passenger facility charges, landing
fees, concessions, and bonds. The rest
of the funds will come through the reg-
ular FAA process for airport construc-
tion, and my legislation is very clear
on this issue.

This agreement also moves forward
with a south suburban airport near
Peotone. Common sense dictates that
we need the capacity in the near fu-
ture, and with this airport at Peotone
we will have it. But just expanding
O’Hare does not eliminate the need for
a third airport, as I mentioned before.
Building Peotone will not replace
O’Hare modernization. They are not
mutually exclusive. Both are needed to
address serious aviation capacity prob-
lems in the region and the Nation.

This agreement also addresses traffic
congestion along O’Hare’s northwest
corridor, including western airport ac-
cess, and maintains the quality of life
for residents near these airports. Clear-
ly, the environment and airport noise
should not be afterthoughts, as this
agreement will reduce by half the num-
ber of people impacted by noise, and it
includes $450 million in funds for
soundproofing. In addition, as the U.S.
aviation system completes its move to
quieter Stage 4 aircraft, airport noise
will be reduced.

The FAA is and will continue to be
the final arbiter of safety. Safety is our
number one priority, and the legisla-
tion maintains the FAA’s safety role.

Some might call my legislation un-
precedented, but it is clear that the
Chicago situation is unprecedented and
unique. When the House Subcommittee
on Aviation held a hearing on the issue
in August, no other similar situation
could be found where a State has an ar-
bitrary veto power over a city’s airport
or runways. In addition, since Chicago
is the crossroads of aviation, it is vi-
tally important to codify this agree-
ment into Federal law.

In closing, Madam Speaker, I urge all
of my colleagues to cosponsor H.R.
3479, the Aviation Capacity Expansion
Act. No other bill in this Congress will
do more to end the aviation gridlock
that plagues the American flying pub-
lic.

f

IMPARTIAL INVESTIGATIONS WILL
HIGHLIGHT THE TRUTH

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from California (Mr. FILNER) is
recognized for 5 minutes.

Mr. FILNER. Madam Speaker, I have
introduced this evening legislation
that calls for a special prosecutor to be
named to look into the whole Enron
mess.

Sure, this is a business scandal, and
congressional committees are looking
into reforms of our auditing practices
of public corporations and the safety of
employee pension plans. But this is a
scandal that goes far beyond that. This

VerDate 11-MAY-2000 03:21 Feb 27, 2002 Jkt 099060 PO 00000 Frm 00014 Fmt 4634 Sfmt 0634 E:\CR\FM\K26FE7.034 pfrm02 PsN: H26PT1



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSE H539February 26, 2002
is a scandal that shows the pervasive
corruption in American politics.

My legislation asks for a special
prosecutor to look into the relation-
ship between Enron and the manipula-
tion of the stock market and its value
per share; to look into the relationship
between contributions by Enron to the
President, the Vice President, Cabinet
officers, other administration officials,
and congresspeople.

I am asking the prosecutor to look
into the influence of Enron on Federal
and State legislation, including, in par-
ticular, the effort to deregulate energy
markets, both in States and in the Na-
tion as a whole.

Finally, I ask for the prosecutor to
look into the relationship between
Enron and our whole Federal and State
regulatory system.

When we went through the energy
crisis in California in the summer of
2000 and since, many of us claimed that
this was not a supply and demand cri-
sis but a crisis of manipulation of our
market; and, in fact, that criminal ma-
nipulation resulted in the theft of any-
where between $20 billion and $40 bil-
lion from California ratepayers.

Enron and a small group of its
friends in the energy industry were the
perpetrators of this crime. We took
evidence of that crime, many of us in
California, to our supposed protector,
the Federal Energy Regulatory Com-
mission. They investigated, or so they
say, the situation, and they found no
wrongdoing.

In fact, now that the spotlight is
burning brightly on Enron, FERC has
suddenly announced that they are
going to look into this matter again.
Why, after an investigation which was
smoke and mirrors, do they say, ‘‘Let
us look again’’? I think this FERC,
what I call the Federal Enron Rubber-
Stamping Commission, wants to pre-
empt other investigations and stop a
real look into the relationship between
Enron and the crimes that were com-
mitted in the electricity market in
California.

So we cannot let FERC, the Federal
Enron Rubber-stamping Commission,
take over this investigation. We must
give this to an independent and thor-
ough investigation by a special pros-
ecutor.

We have to go beyond the congres-
sional investigations into the business
practices of Enron and the problems
that they caused, the tragedies they
caused, because this is a bigger prob-
lem, and the American people should
not allow this investigation to stop
with only a few business reforms insti-
tuted and maybe one or two folks
thrown into jail. They must demand
the investigation of the whole corrup-
tion of our political system.

We know about the contributions to
both administrations in recent history.
We know about the contributions to
congresspeople. We know about the
separate meetings Enron had with the
Vice President and the energy task
force of the White House over an 8-

month period to determine the energy
policy of this Nation.

We know that the seventh biggest
company in the United States, with
revenues of over $100 billion, was mak-
ing our energy policy. We know that
Cabinet members came from Enron
right into this administration. We
know that the CEO of Enron, Ken Lay,
personally submitted names and inter-
viewed candidates to be members of
our Federal Energy Regulatory Com-
mission.

We know the connections, close con-
nections, between this administration
and Enron. It was those connections
that caused this scandal, and it was the
connections between Enron and State
legislatures and State legislators and
State regulatory commissions and Fed-
eral regulatory commissions that
caused their success.

Not only the failure of Enron is what
ought to be investigated but why they
flew so high for so long and allowed the
stealing of so many billions from so
many people.

So we have to look at Enron with a
neutral, unbiased look. It seems to me
that neither the administration nor
this Congress can do that, so that is
why I am calling for a special pros-
ecutor. Enron must be fully examined
so the American people can understand
why and how our political system has
been hijacked.

f

GOVERNORS’ RESOLUTION ON
GENERIC DRUGS

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from New Jersey (Mr. PALLONE)
is recognized for 5 minutes.

Mr. PALLONE. Madam Speaker, I
rise this evening to bring attention to
the Governors’ resolution on generic
drugs that is going to be offered by
Governor Dean of Vermont at the Na-
tional Governors Association con-
ference taking place this week in
Washington, D.C.

Madam Speaker, after all is said and
done, the high cost of prescription
drugs still remains one of the most
pressing health care issues confronting
our country’s senior citizens, employ-
ers, managed care plans, and State and
Federal drug programs. It also remains
clear that generic competition can
have a dramatic impact on reducing
pharmaceutical costs.

There is a need, in my opinion, for
statutory or legislative initiatives that
allow timely access and availability of
generic drugs. Frankly, Madam Speak-
er, Congress has been dragging its feet.
Congress has been so negligent in en-
suring proper entry of generics to the
market that States are beginning to
act on their own, as we see with the
Governors’ resolution.

The Governors’ resolution expresses
concern about the 1984 Hatch-Waxman
Act. Part of the intent of the Hatch-
Waxman Act was to lawfully improve
consumer access to lower-priced ge-
neric drugs. The problem, Madam

Speaker, is that loopholes within the
Hatch-Waxman Act are being taken ad-
vantage of and preventing the avail-
ability of generic drugs to enter the
market. Brand name companies have
become proficient in manipulating the
Hatch-Waxman law and launching cam-
paigns to block or delay generic alter-
natives from reaching the market.

The Governors are concerned in their
resolution that these elements within
the Hatch-Waxman Act may actually
be contributing to the rising costs of
prescription drugs, and the resolution
asks Congress to explore this issue.

In addition, the Governors raised the
valid point that during this time of
tight State budgets, a national deficit,
and an economic recession States are
burdened by Medicaid costs which are
on the rise due to the soaring costs of
prescription drugs. With prescription
drug costs rising at a rate of up to 18
percent annually, States’ Medicaid
drug costs represent the fastest-grow-
ing health care expense for States, em-
ployers, and consumers across the Na-
tion.

USA Today reported that the Busi-
ness for Affordable Medicine, a coali-
tion of governors, business, and labor
unions, stated that certain reforms to
the Hatch-Waxman Act could save
State Medicaid programs $600 million
in prescription drug costs over the next
3 years. According to the coalition,
States spent about $1.2 billion in 2001
on 17 drugs, including the allergy medi-
cine Claritin, the asthma drug Flovent,
and the cancer treatment Lupron. The
coalition said that the $600 million fig-
ure is the amount of savings that
would occur if these 17 drugs were re-
placed by generic alternatives that
would be allowed to enter the market.

Madam Speaker, the inclusion of ge-
neric alternatives in the marketplace
is great for consumers, employers, and
government purchasers because generic
competition provides access to less ex-
pensive, therapeutically equivalent ge-
neric versions of brand-name drugs.

I fully support the Governor’s resolu-
tion and the intent to improve access
to generic drugs, and I encourage my
colleagues in Congress to take the lead
of the Governors here in Washington,
D.C., and to pursue this important
issue.

f

THE PRESIDENT’S AXIS OF EVIL
AND THE IMPORTANCE OF MIS-
SILE DEFENSE

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under
the Speaker’s announced policy of Jan-
uary 3, 2001, the gentleman from Colo-
rado (Mr. MCINNIS) is recognized for 60
minutes as the designee of the major-
ity leader.

Mr. MCINNIS. Madam Speaker, this
evening I would like to cover a couple
of subjects. The first subject that I
would like to spend some time on is on
the President’s axis of evil. I really do
not want to focus entirely on that par-
ticular subject, but I want to talk more
specifically as kind of a jump from
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that subject on to missile defense, the
importance of missile defense for the
United States of America; in fact, the
absolute necessity for the United
States to deploy as soon as possible a
missile defense to secure our borders
against future attempts, either acci-
dental or intentional, to cause harm.

To lay a basis for this, I have just re-
turned from NATO meetings. Our
NATO delegation here out of the House
of Representatives is chaired by the
very able gentleman from Nebraska
(Mr. BEREUTER).

b 1930

We went to our NATO meetings and
then after our NATO meetings went
and joined another group with the Brit-
ish American parliamentary assembly
which was chaired by our very capable
Member, the gentleman from Wis-
consin (Mr. PETRI). And from these
meetings, it was very interesting to go
to these meetings. First of all, let me
state that it amazes me, it absolutely
amazes me that we do not have to get
very far from September 11 before the
old European criticism of the United
States starts to rear its ugly head.

Now that said, let me tell you that I
think it is somewhat out of proportion
this criticism. Mind you, it is the criti-
cism that gets played up by the world
media. It is not the things that are
going right. And I can state a lot of re-
lationships are probably more solid
today with some of our European al-
lies, for example, the British, than
they have ever been in the history of
relationships between these two coun-
tries.

Let me compliment the United King-
dom. The Brits have been with us from
the moment those planes hit the Pen-
tagon and targeted New York City. And
they have not faltered, they have not
weakened, they have not backed off
one inch. My compliments to the Brit-
ish people. Unfortunately, that strong
commitment to the goodness of what
our societies represent, not the United
States alone, the United States is not
standing alone. The United States is
willing to go it alone, but the United
States wants help from its allies. That
is why you have allies. But unfortu-
nately, in my view, not all Europeans,
specifically the French, the Germans,
even Luxembourg, I was a little dis-
couraged by some of the comments I
heard at some of these meetings about
the United States, that the United
States being the only super-world
power is kind of pushing unilateralism.

That is not what is happening out
there. The United States of America is
without question the only superpower
in the world. But the United States of
America is not arrogant about this.
The United States of America has
never ignored its friends. The United
States of America does everything that
it can to have a strong alliance with its
natural allies. And the United States of
America reaches out more than any
country in the history of the world,
more than any country in the history

of the world. The United States of
America reaches out to help other
countries. It reaches out to give indi-
vidual freedoms throughout the world.
It reaches out and, sure, we talk and
try and use education to tell people
how the goodness of individual free-
doms and individual rights and how it
makes a country stronger and not
weaker.

We are not sensitive to criticism, un-
less the criticism is a little unjust. It
was interesting over the weekend,
there was an editorial in one of the
London newspapers. And they remem-
bered the quote that Lyndon Johnson
had back in the de Gaulle days when de
Gaulle said to Lyndon Johnson that he
wanted the American troops, the
United States troops off European soil.
And President Johnson immediately
replied, does that include the American
troops buried beneath your soil?

Twice in the last century the United
States at the expense of many thou-
sands of lives went to the defense of
Europe. And I feel very confident that
if Europe were challenged tomorrow,
the United States would once again
find itself in battle on behalf of the Eu-
ropeans. The United States thinks very
highly of the European nations. The
United States of America thinks it is
very important that we have friend-
ships that are strong into the future.
But let me tell you something about a
friendship. You have got to be willing
to help that friend of yours that might
need some help.

Now, the United States of America
through the leadership of our fine
President has committed to eliminate,
to the extent possible, terrorism
throughout the world. Not just ter-
rorism focused on the United States of
America, but terrorism focused wher-
ever it raises its ugly head; and it has
asked for assistance from other coun-
tries, other countries in Europe. Now,
that is not acting as if you were arro-
gant. That is not going forward on
some kind of unilateral message or
unilateral path. The United States of
America does not accept arrogance as
its policy of moving forward.

What the United States of America
accepts as its policy is strength,
strength through the ability to nego-
tiate, strength through military might,
strength through doing whatever you
can to assist countries rebuilding
themselves.

Take a look at Afghanistan. It is our
obligation, we feel in this country, we
feel an obligation to help build that
country, to have text books in those
schools, to build those schools, to allow
women the rights they have never seen
in that country before, all individuals
in that country to begin to exercise in-
dividual rights. And the United States
of America is willing to step forward
not only with its military might, but
with its economic might as well, as
well as its compassion, whether it is
the Peace Corps or whether it is the
thousands and thousands of items that
have been contributed throughout this

Nation, whether it be jackets or school
books, or whatever, sent to the country
of Afghanistan.

I think it is a mistake, a deep mis-
take for our European allies, not all of
them but for some of those European
allies, to think that for some reason
because the United States of America
has the guts and, frankly, I think the
obligation to stand up toe to toe with
these terrorists, and destroy them
where possible, do whatever we can to
overcome the fear in the hearts of the
American people and the people of this
world that these terrorists have put
there. And the United States is willing
to be the first one out of the foxhole.

But it is a little interesting when
some of the people still back in the fox-
hole have enough malfeasance, in my
opinion, of their professional respon-
sibilities to criticize the United States
because it is the first one out of the
foxhole, because the United States of
America is willing to take on this ter-
rorism, not only for our Nation’s secu-
rity but for the world’s security. And
the President has made that very clear.
The Secretary of State has made that
very clear.

We are not out to rid the world of
terrorists that only attack the United
States of America. We are out to con-
tain and destroy to the extent possible
the terrorists that rain their terror
upon anywhere in the world. And we
have asked some of our European al-
lies, all of our allies to join us. It
amazes me, it discourages me, it dis-
appoints me that we have some of the
countries in Europe who are speaking
ill of the United States.

It was surprising to hear how often I
heard criticism of President Bush’s
axis of evil, the three countries that
President Bush highlighted as direct
threats, evil countries. It reminded me
of the days when President Reagan had
enough guts to stand up and call Rus-
sia the Evil Empire. You know what
bothered a lot of people? The fact that
he was right. And here President Bush
is right.

Sure, you can sugar-coat it. You can
decorate your language, try and hide
it, try and kind of through statesman
negotiations, I guess, not really call
these countries what they are. But
what would you call North Korea? I
asked some of my European friends,
What is it that you would describe
North Korea with? You want to get a
Webster’s dictionary and find me an-
other word in the dictionary that
would fit North Korea more appro-
priately than axis of evil or a combina-
tion of evil? Take a look at the sup-
pression that North Korea does with its
own citizens. How can you justify call-
ing North Korea anything but evil
when they starve their citizens to feed
their military?

Then you can move on to Iraq. When
we talk about biochemical warfare, do
you know what country in the history
of the world has used it on its own citi-
zens? Iraq. Do you think somewhere in
Webster’s dictionary you could find a
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definition other than the word of evil
to fit the nation of Iraq? The people,
the masses of Iraq deserve more than
they are getting from that leadership.

Saddam Hussein is evil and his lead-
ership regime is evil. The country, the
people of North Korea, the people of
Iraq, and to a lesser extent the people
of Iran, are all begging for some kind of
new leadership out there. And Iran is
no guardian angel. Iran seems to have
at least some momentum moving to-
wards reform in their country. But the
fact is right now the three primary
threats to the free world are Iraq, num-
ber one, North Korea, number two, and
Iran, number three.

So we have got a President that has
enough gumption to be the first one
out of the foxhole, to say it as it is, to
talk about it in terms that are nec-
essary for it to be talked about. And
that is that these evil empires are
doing not only injustices to their own
people, but they threaten tremendous
injustices to other nations in the
world. That is what this President is
standing up for. And that is what I
hope our European allies understand,
that the United States is not trying to
snub, has made no attempt whatsoever
to snub its allies anywhere in the
world.

In fact, it is the United States com-
ing out of that foxhole not only for
itself, not only for our Nation, but for
all nations of this world, to rid this
world of a terrible, terrible cancer. And
there is no other way to describe the
acts of these terrorists, whether it is
the kidnapping of a Wall Street Jour-
nal reporter, whether it is flying a
plane into the World Trade Center or
flying a plane into the Pentagon or
unleashing any other act of terror.
Somebody has got to have enough guts
to face up to them.

Let me say, and I want to make it
very carefully said that throughout my
remarks the one sole strong exception
standing so solid out there in the Euro-
pean continent is the United Kingdom.
We have some other allies in the Euro-
pean continent that are standing with
us, but the strongest out there are the
British. And I want to commend my
colleagues in Britain for standing with
the United States of America. And I
want to encourage the other European
continent to join us in this battle. Not
join us just in soft talk. Join us in
strong action. That is what it is going
to take.

This cancer that we have discovered,
this cancer that we discovered through
the horrible events of September 11 is
not just going to disappear on its own.
In fact, every day that goes by that
cancer begins to spread.

Now, we took a pretty good whack
out of that cancer with our military
action in Afghanistan. And thanks to a
lot of European allies who have helped
us with intelligence, who have helped
us with the money racketeering going
on out there, we have been able to
crawl somewhat into the cellars of
some of these terrorist headquarters

and begin to destroy that cancer. But
the fact is cancer still exists. We can-
not pray it off us, although that may
help. We cannot wish it off us. Wishing
is something for a dream, but it is not
going to get rid of that cancer. You
cannot love it off. You cannot talk it
off. You have got to get in there, and
you have got to take it away.

Now in my opinion several of our Eu-
ropean allies agree that the cancer
needs to be taken away. But they want
it done with the absolute opportunity
of, I guess you would say, anesthesia
for the patient. Get the best anesthesia
that you can get and deliver and put it
into the patient before you begin to re-
move the cancer. Frankly, I agree with
that. Make the patient as comfortable
as you can. But the problem is the pa-
tient and the cancer are here today.
The anesthesia of which these people,
the European allies, some of them, are
referring to, we do not have it in the
operating room. We need to go after
that cancer now. We cannot wait for
that anesthesia to arrive because if we
do, it may be too late for the patient.

So in an idealistic world, while we
would like to have all of the anesthesia
we need right there for that patient, in
the realistic world, not the idealistic
world, but the realistic world, we may
have to go after that cancer before we
have the kind of anesthesia that we
would like to have. Those are the facts.
And it is not because we are being ego-
tistical. It is not because we want to
act in a unilateral method. It is be-
cause we are saying that our fellow
doctors in that operating room, look,
we have got to get that cancer. Every-
body agrees, right? Right. We have got
to do it now. Yeah, we need to do it. We
need to do it now. Somebody in that
operating room has to take charge.
And the United States of America is
willing to lead.

In fact, as Vice President CHENEY has
said, the United States of America
today in the world is the only one who
has the capabilities from all angles in a
broad statement to take on this ter-
rorism. We want our allies with us. We
want to protect our allies. That is a
natural. Of course you want to protect
your friends.

So I would have expected when I
went to Europe to find many of my
friends from Germany or find many of
my friends from France, although the
French are tough to bring along in
most cases, find our friends from Lux-
embourg, find our friends from some of
these other countries jumping up and
saying, hey, we are ready to get out of
the foxhole. We are firmly committed
behind your Nation.

I happen to believe that most of the
people in Europe agree with the United
States of America in that the number
one issue out there is security and that
we have got to somehow repeal this
horrible cancer that has stricken the
world.

b 1945
Granted, on September 11, it hit the

United States of America, but I am

telling my colleagues it is not long be-
fore it hits somewhere else in the
world. That is why it is our obligation,
all of us, all of us, to get out of that
foxhole, under the leadership of the
United States of America, and take it
on.

I saw an excellent editorial in today’s
Wall Street Journal. I do not like to
read into the RECORD, but this is an im-
portant editorial, and so I want to
read. It is not a long editorial, but I
ask my colleagues to listen very care-
fully to the words, because the Wall
Street Journal editorial I think covers
very precisely the type of feeling that
I had at the NATO meetings that I was
in attendance.

Again, dated February 26, title of the
editorial is Axis of Allies.

To read the papers these days, you’d think
Europe and the United States were headed
for a giant fall over President Bush’s ‘‘axis of
evil’’ policy. Certainly European critics have
earned all of the headlines. But there’s an-
other side to this story, which is that much
of Europe actually supports Mr. Bush.

We certainly would not call it a si-
lent majority. But it includes some
very big names, starting, for example,
with the Spanish Prime Minister. Since
you won’t read about it anywhere else,
we thought we’d tell you what he said.

‘‘ ‘I think that the position Bush has
taken is of historic dimensions,’ ’’ the
Prime Minister said last week in an
interview with European journalists.
‘‘ ‘It is comparable to the choice made
by Truman, who in the postwar took a
strong position against the Russians,
and to the declaration that Reagan
made at the beginning of the 1980s
which defined the Soviet Union as the
evil empire.’ ’’

The Spanish Prime Minister added
that, ‘‘ ‘I believe that today it is more
important than ever that Europe
strengthen its ties with the United
States: Alone we Europeans will be
able to do nothing, not only on the
international scene but also even in-
side our own continent, as the crisis in
the Balkans demonstrated. There are
those who want to make an impression
by lining up against the U.S., but I do
not agree with this attitude.’

‘‘Also largely unreported was the
comment last week of’’ the European
Union ‘‘foreign policy chief, who spoke
of ‘overstatements of differences’ with
Washington.’’ The policy chief’s ‘‘re-
marks were widely taken as a slap in
the face of Chris Patten, the EU exter-
nal affairs commissioner who warned,
in widely quoted comments, that Mr.
Bush was in ‘unilateralist overdrive.’

‘‘Something is clearly getting lost in
translation of how Europeans view
America right now. When a French
Foreign Minister calls U.S. foreign pol-
icy ‘simplistic’ or the German Foreign
Minister Fischer accuses the United
States of treating European nations as
‘satellites,’ their remarks make news
on both sides of the Atlantic. But when
a European leader speaks pointedly in
support of America, he is shouting into
the wind.
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‘‘The real story is the battle in Eu-

rope between the new politics and the
old. It is no accident that those dow-
agers of the old socialism, France and
Germany, tend to produce the U.S.
critics, while exponents of a new cen-
trist or center-right politics, primarily
British Prime Minister Tony Blair,
Italian Prime Minister Silvio
Berlusconi and Mr. Aznar, support Mr.
Bush.

‘‘The internal debate in Europe is
about its role in the world and the fu-
ture shape of the European Union. Spe-
cifically, it focuses on the politics of
European integration in which a
French-led bloc wants to create a more
integrated (and socialist) Europe. The
issues will come up in elections in
France and Germany this year.

‘‘Both France and Germany also had
business ties with Iraq that they are
eager to resume; that won’t be politi-
cally correct as long as Iraq is part of
the ‘axis of evil.’ A campaign (with
tacit or explicit government support)
to indict Western sanctions as the
cause of Iraqi misery has also suc-
ceeded with the European public, mak-
ing it that much harder for Paris or
Berlin to support military action
against Iraq.

‘‘France and Germany are important
countries, but they aren’t all of Europe
any more than America is Washington
and New York. And even they may ul-
timately find a way to support Amer-
ican action in Iraq and elsewhere. In
the meantime, President Bush can
count on backing’’ of Aznar, the Prime
Minister of Great Britain and the
Prime Minister of Italy, ‘‘though they
too will face political hurdles at home.

‘‘A part of Europe sees eye to eye
with the U.S. on economic liberaliza-
tion and a foreign policy that attempts
to rid the world of threats to peace and
stability. Another part of Europe dis-
agrees. Why do only the grumblers
make news? ’’

I think it is an important piece, and
I would urge my colleagues, if they
have an opportunity, clip it out of the
Wall Street Journal. Europe is very im-
portant for the future of our country.
We need a strong relationship with the
European countries, and we have a
strong relationship.

Twice in the last century, the United
States of America took its boys, young
men and women, overseas to fight for
the Europeans, to fight on the Euro-
pean continent, and we would be will-
ing to do it again tomorrow. But let me
tell my colleagues, within the family,
the criticism, while any good family
allows for constructive criticism, it
should always be somewhat justified
criticism, and I think Germany or
France or some of the leaders of these
various countries of the European
Union, some of those leaders that criti-
cize the United States of America as
acting in a unilateral fashion, have got
it all wrong.

The United States of America wants
to act in a partnership. The United
States of America wants Germany and

France acting as strongly with us as
Great Britain has. This problem of ter-
rorism is not unique to the United
States of America. They know that.
The people and the officials of the Eu-
ropean Union know that. The citizens
of Europe know that.

Let us form a team, as Powell said,
our Secretary of State Colin Powell
last week, that the Europeans, every
time they pound on the United States,
they ought to do a little pounding on
Iraq.

This is exactly what the terrorists
want to occur. They want some kind of
division to begin to pop up between the
Europeans and America. Why? Because
they know it is a lot tougher to take
on two people coming out of that fox-
hole than it is to take on one coming
out of that foxhole.

So the United States of America
wants our European allies with us as
we come out of the foxhole. We are not
asking our allies in Europe to be the
first ones out of the foxhole. We are
willing to do it. This Nation has the ca-
pability. It has the commitment. It has
got the military strength and tech-
nology to be the first one out of that
foxhole, but if you ain’t going to fight,
do not complain, and if you are going
to fight, get out of the foxhole.

This moves me on to the issue that I
wanted to focus a little more on to-
night, and that is the necessity for a
missile defense in this country. I think
the biggest weakness that the entire
world faces are missiles, not just nu-
clear missiles. Obviously, we all fear
the utilization of nuclear missiles, but
ballistic missiles carrying conven-
tional missile heads.

Can my colleagues imagine what
North Korea, the kinds of havoc that
North Korea could wreak on South
Korea, on Seoul, South Korea? Seoul,
the Nation’s capital of South Korea, is
only 38 miles away from North Korean
missiles. Can my colleagues imagine
the protection and the leverage that we
would be able to take away from North
Korea if we could provide our ally,
South Korea, with the missile defense?

A missile defense is absolutely essen-
tial for the United States, for the secu-
rity of our citizens and for the world,
for the security of its citizens, any of
our allies throughout the world.

I had the opportunity several years
ago, I think to the best of my recollec-
tion about 3 years ago, to be in Vail at
the AEI’s world forum that was hosted
by a former President, Gerald Ford,
and Margaret Thatcher was there. I
cannot quote from memory exactly
what the former Prime Minister of
Britain said, but I can give it pretty
darn close.

I remember very distinctly that
there was the current Secretary of De-
fense, Bill Cohen, and Margaret
Thatcher stood and addressed Bill
Cohen. As my colleagues know, the
Clinton administration was very reluc-
tant to commit, they certainly did not
give any kind of commitment the likes
of which we have seen from the Bush

administration, in regards to a defen-
sive missile system for this Nation.
They kind of halfway, lukewarm sup-
ported it.

Margaret Thatcher stood up, took a
look at the Secretary of Defense in the
United States and her words were simi-
lar to this. Mr. Secretary, she says, you
have an inherent responsibility to pro-
vide the citizens of your Nation with a
missile defense. Any failure to do so
would be nothing short of gross ne-
glect.

Now, again, those words are very
close to what she said. My colleagues
could have heard a pin drop in that
room. Why? Because Margaret Thatch-
er was right. We need a missile defense
in this country; and, fortunately, we
have a President who is absolutely
committed and moving forward at full
speed at providing a missile defense for
our Nation.

Remember, there are lots of threats
out there, and the threats are not nec-
essarily an intentional missile launch
against the United States. In fact, we
could very easily have an accidental
missile launch against the United
States, and do not think accidental
missile launches are something that
just are nightmares of the future. It
has already happened.

Not long after September 11, about 6
months ago, a Russian airliner was fly-
ing I think over the Black Sea, and the
Ukrainian military was doing military
exercises with their navy, and they
fired a missile by accident at a com-
mercial airliner, a Russian airliner,
and they blew the Russian airliner out
of the sky. They killed 70 or 80 people.
They blew it to smithereens.

Accidents can happen. An accidental
launch against the United States of
America could happen, and it could
lead to consequences much, much more
serious than just one missile being
launched across the ocean. If that mis-
sile was launched and, one, we did not
know it was accidental; two, we did not
have the capability to stop it, the
United States may end up in a response
of a retaliatory fashion. So missile de-
fense is important not only against an
intentional launch against our country
but the possibility of an accidental
launch.

As my colleagues know, years ago,
back in about 1972, the United States
entered into an agreement with Russia
called the anti-ballistic missile treaty.
To the President’s credit, President
Bush has abrogated that treaty pursu-
ant to the terms of the treaty. The
treaty itself, the basics of the treaty or
the philosophy behind the treaty was
that one nation would not defend itself
against the missile attack, nor would
the other nation. In other words, the
United States of America would agree
not to defend itself against Russian
missiles if Russia agreed not to defend
itself against United States missiles,
the theory being that the United
States would not dare attack Russia
because they could not defend them-
selves against a retaliatory attack and
vice versa.
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I think it is crazy, but that was the

thinking and the philosophy in 1972
when this agreement was signed. In
1972, when this agreement was signed,
keep in mind that only two nations in
the world had the capability of deliv-
ering intercontinental ballistic mis-
siles into the territory of the other,
Russia and the United States.

Clearly, since then, many, many
other countries throughout the world
have developed that technology, and
that technology is much more readily
available than it was 30 years ago. We
have had dramatic changes in the
world scene today in regards to mis-
siles, missile technology and the capa-
bility to launch a missile into the ter-
ritory of another country.

That 30-year-old treaty was outdated
within a few short years after it was
signed, and today, with all of the coun-
tries in the world that have the capa-
bility of striking the United States,
and we discovered unfortunately on
September 11 that we can be hit within
our borders, of all of the countries that
have that capability, why were we re-
luctant the last 8 years under the Clin-
ton administration, for example, to go
full speed ahead on building a defensive
mechanism? These are not offensive
missiles. This is a defensive missile
system for our Nation to protect the
people of this Nation.

b 2000

As Margaret Thatcher said, anything
short of a full missile defense system is
gross neglect, gross neglect of our fidu-
ciary duties to our citizens.

Take a look at the treaty. Now, by
the way, as many of my colleagues
know, the President has given notice,
under the four corners of the treaty,
that the United States is withdrawing
from the treaty and that the United
States of America intends to proceed
full speed ahead to provide a missile
defense for its citizens.

Let us look at the agreement that al-
lows us to withdraw from the treaty.
The treaty is obviously of unlimited
duration; but as I mentioned earlier, it
is now about 30 years old. At the time
the treaty was signed, again just so we
have a little historical basis here, there
were only two nations in the world,
Russia, the U.S.S.R., and the United
States that were capable of delivering
missiles to the other country. That
changed within a very few short years
after this treaty was signed.

In my opinion, the minute a third
country entered the picture, they
should have either been brought into
the agreement or this agreement
should have been abrogated. President
Bush is the first one, though it took 30
years, but President Bush had the
gumption to step up and exercise sec-
tion two. Section two, it has been high-
lighted for my colleagues’ benefit,
states that each party shall, in exer-
cising its national sovereignty, have
the right to withdraw from this treaty.
A right. It is a right within this treaty,
if it decides that extraordinary events

related to the subject matter of this
treaty have jeopardized the supreme
interests.

It goes on to talk about the 6-month
notice in this paragraph. That notice
has already been given. And it says
that the notice shall contain within it
the extraordinary events, notifying the
party regarding which jeopardizes our
supreme interest.

Now, have extraordinary events oc-
curred which jeopardize the national
sovereign interests of the United
States of America? Of course they
have. I cannot understand how anybody
in these Chambers, any of my col-
leagues, would do anything but ac-
knowledge the necessity for a military
missile defense system in this country.
And I do not know any of my col-
leagues that could stand up and tell me
that extraordinary events have not oc-
curred over the last 30 years. Obvi-
ously, they have occurred.

Let us start with the first one, and I
am just going to go through a few ‘‘ex-
traordinary events’’ that have occurred
that, in my opinion, giving us justifica-
tion to go full speed ahead. The first
one, again being repetitive, is that we
are no longer talking about two coun-
tries. This treaty was between the
U.S.S.R., which technically does not
even exist any more, and the United
States of America. Since then, let us
take a look at what has happened.

Number one, we have multiple coun-
tries that have missile technology and
the capability to deliver those missiles
into the territory of other countries.
Number two, take a look in the last 30
years at what has happened with nu-
clear proliferation. These are coun-
tries. Now, the red countries have nu-
clear weapons. The green countries are
countries that we are confident have or
are concerned enough that we think
they have the capability. We believe
North Korea could easily have a nu-
clear missile or some nuclear missiles,
Iran, Libya and Iraq.

Now, looking at my pointer here, in
1970, it used to be just the United
States and Russia. Here is what leads
to those extraordinary events. Watch
my left hand. First, we pick up India,
Israel, Pakistan, Britain, China,
France. Look at that list. That is an
extraordinary event, not of a positive
sense but of a realistic sense. There are
multiple nations in the world that have
nuclear missiles, and they are capable
of launching those missiles. Our Nation
must defend itself and its allies against
that type of an attack.

Let us go a little further. In the last
30 years, since the time this treaty was
signed, look at what has happened with
ballistic missile proliferation and
countries that possess ballistic mis-
siles. Look at them. One, two, three,
four, five, six. Go across here. One, two,
three, four, five, six. Roughly 36. Not
exactly, but roughly 36 additional
countries since 1972 have developed or
now have missile technology capable of
firing a missile against the United
States of America or against another
country within their territory.

Now, what can we do with missile de-
fense? Is the threat real? Here is the
threat that we face today. Look at this
chart. Weapons of mass destruction
among 20 Third World countries that
have or are in the process of developing
weapons of mass destruction. Nuclear
weapons. Iran, we think has them, Iraq,
Libya, North Korea, and Syria. Chem-
ical weapons. Again, Iran, Iraq, Libya,
North Korea and Syria. Biological
weapons, Iran, Iraq, North Korea. Ad-
vanced technology for missiles. All of
the countries.

I believe there are serious threats
outside the borders of the United
States of America, and we have an op-
portunity to lead the world once again
in a way to neutralize that threat. And
the best way to neutralize that threat
is to obtain the technology, and we are
very close. The United States is very
close to achieving the technological
breakthroughs that are necessary to
destroy a missile on its launching pad,
to take a missile that has been fired
against the United States and, some-
where along its route, destroy that
missile, to minimize the casualties
that that missile would create if it suc-
cessfully landed on its target area.

So the key here is this: the United
States and our President, under our
current leadership, is moving forward,
and so is the United States Congress
with financial commitments and finan-
cial backing for our President to build
for the citizens of this Nation a secu-
rity blanket, a capability to stop some-
body from a ruthless attack or even an
accidental mistake against this coun-
try.

The United States is also going to be
the first country to step forward with
this technology and to hand it over to
its friends. We will offer protection for
South Korea. What is North Korea
going to do when the leverage of their
missiles is taken away? Maybe we will
get a unified Korea, as we all hope in
the future will occur. What will happen
with some of these terrorist organiza-
tions or countries like Libya or Iran or
Iraq when the missiles they have would
not be capable of destroying or bestow-
ing horrible destruction upon allies or
the United States of America itself?

My colleagues, we have an incumbent
fiduciary obligation to our citizens to
provide a security blanket for the pro-
tection of this Nation, and that obliga-
tion exists not only for the current
generation, for the current people, but
for future generations of this country.
Today, we must develop that tech-
nology. We must put into position a
missile defensive system.

In my opinion, and I know sometimes
I stand here and preach until I am blue
in the face about the threat of a mis-
sile attack against this country, but
all of a sudden on September 11 we all
became a little more awake as to the
fact that the United States of America
could be a target too. We did not think
on September 10 that action against
this Nation was coming as quickly as it
did. And who knows what the future
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holds? But I think we would be safe in
assuming that the future holds further
attacks against our country. I think we
would be safe to assume that there are
terrorist pockets out there that will do
whatever it takes. They will destroy
our children. Remember, in New York
City, when they hit those World Trade
Center towers, they killed the citizens
of 80 separate countries. What we want
to do is give those different countries
the capability to defend themselves
against these terrorists.

Now, some might say, well, the
United States of America should not
have a missile defensive system. The
United States should somehow feel
guilty because of their military
strength. The United States should be-
come apologetic because they are so
powerful. The United States should feel
badly about leading the world in mili-
tary technology. What a bunch of rub-
bish. The United States of America has
the capability to lead the world in mis-
sile defense.

And I could not more strongly com-
pliment George W. Bush on his com-
mitment for the security of this Na-
tion. He understands, in his leadership
team down there, whether it is the
Vice President, whether it is Colin
Powell, our Secretary of State, wheth-
er it is Condoleezza Rice, they have a
clear understanding of their mission.
And I think, colleagues, that we have
an obligation to have a clear vision of
our mission, and that is the security
and the protection of the people of this
country.

I cannot think of anything more im-
portant that the leaders of a country
have as far as their responsibility to its
citizens than a national defense. I can-
not think of anything more important.
Obviously, there are a lot of important
things out there, but what good is any-
thing if we cannot protect our citizens?
If we as leaders cannot protect this Na-
tion, at least to the utmost of our ca-
pabilities, what good are the benefits of
anything else that we could give this
Nation?

And protection, by the way of a na-
tion, is not just necessarily a military
missile defense, a strong military in re-
gards to its capability to attack or in
regards to its capability with techno-
logical advancement. I believe that the
strength of a nation is displayed
through its capabilities of negotiation,
through its capabilities of helping
other countries, through its capabili-
ties of things like the Peace Corps and
other efforts that we make like this, in
foreign aid and foreign assistance with
other countries. And the United States
of America has no reason to apologize
for any of this. The United States of
America has led the world. There is no
other country in the history of the
world that has done more for other
countries than the United States of
America in regards to foreign assist-
ance, in regards to educational bene-
fits, in regards to open borders, in re-
gards to opportunities.

Now, that is not to say that I think
the United States has got it all right.

Many times we find out that we have
made a mistake, but we learn from
them. And basically, when we take a
look at it, no one could classify the
United States of America as anything
but good, in my opinion.

But to bring us back to this defense,
we face very challenging times in the
near future and in the distant future;
and it is our responsibility as the lead-
ers of this country, number one, to sup-
port our President and his team in
their effort to provide the protection
and the security that this country
needs; and, two, to support our Presi-
dent and the President’s team to pro-
vide the kind of security that our allies
need.

We need people to know throughout
this world that the United States of
America will protect itself, it will
eliminate to the extent it can any
threats against this country, and it
will reach out to its friends to assist
its friends and to protect its friends
from those kinds of attacks.

So as kind of a conclusion of this set
of my remarks this evening, my col-
leagues, let me just summarize a cou-
ple of things. Number one, I say to our
friends in Europe, our friends in
France, our friends in Germany, our
friends in the European Union, that the
United States of America wants a part-
nership with you. We have had a part-
nership that has been tested through
the loss of lives, hundreds of thousands
of lives in the last century. Twice in
the last century our partnership was
threatened, and both times the United
States of America contributed to the
partnership and so did you. But this
partnership must continue into the fu-
ture.

Europe is important for the United
States, and the United States is impor-
tant for Europe. But this is not the
time for our friends in Europe to be shy
about their support for this President.
This is not the time for our friends in
Europe to somehow give credibility to
regimes like that of Saddam Hussein
and the country of Iraq. This is the
time, instead, for friends and partners
and allies to stand in unison against
the common enemy and to do what is
necessary to eliminate the threats of
that common enemy.

b 2015

Madam Speaker, we have got the
United States of America willing to be
the first one out of the foxhole. We can
lead. We are willing to put the money,
the defensive resources. We are willing
to do what it takes, but we want the
European alliance to be right there
with us. There is no other way that we
want it to happen.

Again, I summarize, the United
States is prepared to come out of that
foxhole by itself. The United States of
America is prepared to go it on its own,
but that is not our preference. This Na-
tion has built its greatness through
partnerships, partnerships of our citi-
zens. And as we reach around the world
to our allies and we once again are

reaching out for this partnership and
our friends in Europe, for example,
Tony Blair in Great Britain, but some
of our friends are pounding more on us
than they are on the evil regimes of
North Korea and Iraq.

Remember, that cancer that we find
in North Korea and Iraq cannot be de-
nied. No serious assessment of either of
those countries, or Iran, frankly, could
justify what those nations have done to
their own citizens or could justify in
any way whatsoever what those na-
tions intend to do to the rest of the
world.

There is no question in my mind or
in the mind of anybody who has stud-
ied this, anybody of any consequence
who has studied this at any length,
that Iraq would utilize whatever weap-
on it had at its disposal, whether it was
a chemical weapon, whether it was a
nuclear warhead, whether it was the
arm of terrorism, they will use what-
ever is necessary for an attack upon
the free world. We must go against
that.

Let me also say that the United
States of America feels very strongly
about the religion of Islam, very
strongly about the Muslims who are
United States citizens and the Muslims
throughout the world who are not
United States citizens. The evilness of
the terrorist acts of September 11 do
not represent that religion. Even in
that religion where there is an excep-
tion for violence in a jihad, the defini-
tions of a jihad do not fit the acts of
September 11.

This Nation reaches out to all people
of all colors, and we say we want indi-
vidual rights, and we can come to-
gether as a team. There is a cancer
that we have discovered. We must de-
stroy that cancer, and we as a team
can do it.

Finally, let me say that again, I can-
not stress it strong enough, and I am
saying this from the center of my
heart, our President has made abso-
lutely the right decision to go full
speed ahead, to provide the citizens of
this country with a defense against
missiles of other countries, with a mis-
sile defensive system.

Right now many of our citizens be-
lieve that if a missile was fired against
the United States of America that
somehow we could defend against it.
Our only defense at this point is a re-
taliatory strike. Is a retaliatory strike
the best response? In my opinion, most
of the time a retaliatory strike is not
the best response. The best response is
to neutralize the weapons being uti-
lized against our citizens. We have an
opportunity to neutralize one of the
horrible weapons that could be used
against the citizens of the United
States and our friends.

Madam Speaker, I commend the
President and my colleagues who are
supportive of the missile defensive sys-
tem, and I beg those few Members who
oppose the missile defensive system to
reconsider. We need your support. We
need to give this President the budg-
etary support that is necessary; and,
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frankly, I am confident that we will
from both sides of the aisle. We will
give this President the financial tools
that are necessary to defend the inter-
ests of the United States

f

AMERICA NEEDS A WARTIME
BUDGET

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mrs.
CAPITO). Under the Speaker’s an-
nounced policy of January 3, 2001, the
gentleman from California (Mr. SCHIFF)
is recognized for 60 minutes as the des-
ignee of the minority leader.

Mr. SCHIFF. Madam Speaker, this
evening the Blue Dog Democratic Coa-
lition in the House will discuss the ad-
ministration’s request that Congress
raise the Federal debt limit, an issue
that we must address tonight in light
of our current fiscal situation.

Simply put, America needs a wartime
budget. We need a budget that will pro-
vide the resources necessary to win the
war on terrorism, but not a dollar of
wasted spending, that will stimulate
our economy without aggravating our
long-term deficits and that will protect
and reform Social Security and Medi-
care but not finance the war out of its
trust funds.

In sum, our country needs a budget
that will call on the American people
to make sacrifices to win, sacrifices
they are willing to make if only their
leaders will have the courage to ask
and speak plainly.

The President’s budget is not there
yet. The budget calls for the most sig-
nificant increase in military spending
in more than 2 decades, and most of
that increase will enjoy broad bipar-
tisan support. We will do everything
necessary to protect this country and
our armed forces.

The budget also proposes more than
$500 billion in additional tax cuts, and
it also proposes some additional do-
mestic spending.

And the budget requires sacrifice.
There is only one problem. It is not we
who are being asked to sacrifice, it is
our children. America will win the war
on terrorism whether we have a war-
time budget or not. Such is the resolve
of the American people. But if we do
not manage our Federal budget prop-
erly during this time of war, we will
have precious little for anything less,
schools, roads, health care, our future,
our kids. In our victory, it will be our
children who have borne the full cost of
the battle. Not only are they the ones
who will do most of the fighting, but
the war will have been financed from
their retirement, from their Social Se-
curity, out of their Medicare, and from
their GI bill.

Because we are in a two-front war,
after all. We are in a war around the
world in more than 60 countries that
harbor terrorists like al Qaeda, non-
traditional foes that do not wear army
uniforms, do not carry a national flag
and do not have any qualms about the
deliberate killing of innocent civilians.

And we are in a second war on an-
other very large front called the United

States where we must guard our civil-
ian aircraft, our water supply, nuclear
power plants, and a thousand other
possible targets, and winning this war
will be costly under the best of cir-
cumstances.

Every generation of Americans can
be the greatest generation. Courage,
patriotism, love of freedom and love of
country course through American
veins. That spirit did not die out
among the generations of World War II,
Korea, or Vietnam. We saw that clearly
after September 11. But there is one
virtue we have yet to demonstrate be-
fore we can take our rightful place
among the greatest generations: the
willingness to sacrifice.

The price of freedom is high, and
Americans have always paid it, Presi-
dent Kennedy said. We must pay it
still. We should not, we must not,
make our children pay it for us.

America has always been willing to
sacrifice. She still is. But she must be
asked by leaders who are willing to
speak candidly about what is at stake
and what it will take to win. She must
be asked by leaders with faith in the
essential generosity of the American
people and who will not tell us that we
can have our cake and eat it, too.

Members of the Blue Dog Coalition
have always believed in crafting a
budget in a balanced and thoughtful
way that maintains our fiscal dis-
cipline, continues to pay down our na-
tional debt and does not rely on rosy or
unrealistic long-term projections. That
has been a hallmark of this group’s leg-
acy in Congress. A central component
to fiscal discipline is putting forth a
budget that is responsible and honest.

The administration has come to Con-
gress and has asked this body to ap-
prove raising the debt limit so our
country can continue to operate. We
agree that this action is necessary, but
we urge the administration to work
with us to establish a long-term plan
that is based on a realistic budget pro-
posal. Only with an honest account of
our economic outlook can we respon-
sibly plan for the future of this Nation.

As we craft a budget for fiscal year
2003, we need to understand fully what
our Nation requires and we need to use
real numbers. We must accurately ac-
count for every tax reduction, and we
need to include government expendi-
tures that are virtually certain to
occur.

Unfortunately, many costs have been
left out of the administration’s budget
calculations. The budget is not bal-
anced, and I would encourage my col-
leagues to take a closer look at some of
the calculations used in this year’s
budget proposal. Here are a few exam-
ples:

First, the budget makes recently pro-
posed and enacted tax cuts permanent.
However, it does not include the cost of
extending the individual Alternative
Minimum Tax beyond 2004, which is al-
most certain to occur. The budget as-
sumes that there will be 39 million tax-
payers subject to the AMT by 2012, but

there is almost no possibility that that
will be allowed to take place. In fact,
the Joint Committee on Taxation esti-
mates that the cost of addressing this
problem alone amounts to several hun-
dred billion dollars over the next 10
years, a cost which the administration
budget leaves out.

Second, the administration’s budget
extends certain popular tax credits for
only 2 years, while it is almost certain
that they will be extended for the full
10 years. Research and development tax
credits, for example, have been in place
since 1981 and have been instrumental
in our Nation’s ability to develop tech-
nology, biomedical research, and sci-
entific breakthroughs. We cannot real-
istically expect that these tax credits
will be phased out in 2 years. But the
administration’s budget proposal only
includes them for 2 years instead of 10.

Finally, the budget proposal also
underestimates the costs of all the new
proposed tax cuts by phasing them in
very slowly so that their full cost will
not appear until late in the decade. For
example, the proposed deduction for
charitable contributions would not be-
come fully effective until the year 2012.

The budget that came from the White
House estimates its tax cut proposals
as costing $665 billion between 2003 and
2012. In reality, the cost would be much
higher. The Center for Budget and Pol-
icy Priorities estimates the true cost is
closer to $1 trillion over the next 10-
year period, and that is not all.

Under the House-passed economic
stimulus bill, huge retroactive tax re-
lief would be provided to some of
America’s largest corporations. Enron
itself would have been the beneficiary
of more than $250 million in tax bene-
fits, all at a time when we are spending
the Social Security surplus.

The President, as well as the House
leadership, must rethink the mag-
nitude of these new tax cuts which
have been proposed. Some tax cuts are
desirable. They have a stimulative im-
pact on the economy if they are de-
signed to affect current spending, and
they empower the taxpayer to control
more of his or her own financial
choices and destiny.

When we had a $5.6 trillion surplus
and no war, we could afford a substan-
tial tax cut, and I supported the Presi-
dent. But now we are at war. We have
no surplus, and we are spending the So-
cial Security trust fund.

While I would not blame the Presi-
dent for the recession and none can
fault him for the war that has been
thrust upon us, the fact remains that
we now have both and we cannot
shrink from the consequences. We need
a plan for the long-term budget that
brings us back to a time of fiscal re-
sponsibility. We are spending money
faster than it is coming in and, in
doing so, we are risking the long-term
solvency of our Federal budget and,
worse, we are mortgaging our chil-
dren’s future. We must come together
to offer an honest budget for the Amer-
ican people, one without gimmicks
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that disguise short-term costs and in-
hibit long-term stability.

We must work together in Congress
and with the administration to resur-
rect a balanced budget, applying accu-
rate economic and fiscal assumptions
and without using the Social Security
surplus.

b 2030

Madam Speaker, we have several
members of the Blue Dog Coalition
here this evening to address these
issues, and the first Member I would
like to introduce is from the State of
Indiana (Mr. HILL). The gentleman
from Indiana (Mr. HILL) has used his
experience and financial background to
make great contributions to the budget
debate in Congress and has been a lead-
er on the issue of fiscal responsibility.

Mr. HILL. Madam Speaker, I thank
the gentleman from California for
yielding.

Madam Speaker, the Federal Govern-
ment is up to its eyeballs in debt once
again. Now the administration is ask-
ing Congress to throw it a life pre-
server so it can, in the words of the
Treasury Secretary, ‘‘restore the
American economy to the path of long-
term growth and ensure the premier
status of the Federal Government’s
debt obligations.’’

Now, what is the price tag for accom-
plishing these aims? Three-quarters of
a trillion dollars; three-quarters of a
trillion dollars in additional debt,
three-quarters of a trillion dollars
more debt for our kids and our grand-
children.

Now, let me be clear: I am committed
to making sure the United States Gov-
ernment can meet all of its fiscal obli-
gations. We Blue Dogs are not down
here this evening to propose that Con-
gress should let the Federal Govern-
ment drown in its own debt. But let me
also be clear that it makes no sense for
Congress to toss Treasury a 24-karat-
gold life preserver, when the adminis-
tration has not explained how it will
put us back on the path of fiscal re-
sponsibility.

Being back home in southern Indiana
the last 11 days gave me the oppor-
tunity to listen to Hoosiers and their
concerns. Without exception, the peo-
ple I heard from know what it means to
be fiscally responsible. They under-
stand you cannot spend more than you
take in. They understand that if for
some reason you are in debt, you need
to plan to get out of debt. They under-
stand planning from week to week and
month to month will require them to
make some tough choices.

Our constituents deserve nothing less
from us. I am prepared, my Blue Dog
colleagues are prepared, and we all
must be prepared to make the tough
choices here in Congress.

Tonight we are asking the President
to take the lead and show us the way
back to a balanced budget that does
not use the Social Security surplus.
The President’s proposed budget makes
clear that there is much work to be

done in order to achieve this goal. In
fact, it projects deficits financed by
borrowing the Social Security surplus
through the year 2009.

Times have certainly changed. In 1999
and 2000, the entire Social Security
surplus was available to pay down the
national debt. By contrast, this year
and next the Federal Government will
spend every single dime of the Social
Security surplus on everything but So-
cial Security and paying down the
debt. As a consequence, the national
debt is now expected to be roughly $2.75
trillion larger than was estimated just
a year ago.

It should come as no surprise, Madam
Speaker, that Hoosiers also understand
how this increased debt burden can
make their already-tough choices even
tougher. With the Federal Government
again borrowing from the public, long-
term interest rates almost certainly
will not come down. In fact, they prob-
ably will rise. As long as these rates
are static, or, worse, on the rise, small
business people, credit card users and
home buyers will get pinched.

Plain and simple: the size of the na-
tional debt matters, not only to those
who make their living crunching num-
bers and working in think-tanks.

The President has performed admi-
rably while prosecuting the war on ter-
rorism. Tonight, Madam Speaker, we
are asking that he exhibit the same
leadership by proposing a way to get
the country’s budget back on track,
and that means balanced budgets and
hands-off on Social Security surpluses.

Mr. SCHIFF. Madam Speaker, I
thank the gentleman for his comments
this evening and his leadership on this
issue.

The gentleman talked about the im-
pact of a deficit-spending pattern on
long-term interest rates, and when we
talk about a mortgage on our chil-
dren’s future, this is not simply rhetor-
ical; it really is literally a mortgage.
As we have seen over the last several
months, as the Federal has lowered
short-term interest rates it has had
very little effect on long-term interest
rates. Why is that? Because, over the
long term, given the budget that we
have, there is the expectation that the
government will continue to borrow
and borrow more and borrow more, and
those long-term rates are remaining
stubbornly where they are.

What does that mean for our children
and for ourselves? It means that many
people will be priced out of a home and
that others that have a home will have
that home with a mortgage that is far
higher and they will be paying more for
it.

There is no free lunch here with def-
icit spending. We pay for it, and we pay
for it in the form of higher interest
rates and sacrifices we make to our
children’s future.

The gentleman from Indiana (Mr.
HILL) talked about the reason why we
are here tonight, the Secretary’s re-
quest for $750 billion in new authoriza-
tion for new debt. Where does that

come from? Why does the administra-
tion come to Congress to ask for the
authorization of new debt?

Congress has always played a vital
role in managing the national debt.
Prior to 1917, Congress approved each
issuance of debt, including determining
its interest rate and term. Then Con-
gress passed the second Liberty Bond
Act of 1917, which allows the Treasury
to borrow as necessary to finance Fed-
eral activities up to a specified legisla-
tively adopted limit.

That law was initially adopted to fa-
cilitate wartime planning during World
War I and to accommodate the Treas-
ury’s need for flexibility in financing
growing government activities. It also
freed Congress from having to legislate
each issuance of government debt.

The limit persisted after World War I
and has been raised periodically as gov-
ernment debt has increased, which
leads us to where we are today. The ad-
ministration has come to Congress ask-
ing us to raise the debt limit a full 7
years earlier than it predicted when
the budget was submitted only last
year.

Of course, we all recognize much has
changed in the past year. We acknowl-
edge the needs of our Nation during a
time of war and recession, and we agree
that the debt limit should be raised in
order to avoid a financial crisis. How-
ever, we cannot simply write a blank
check to increase borrowing authority
without safeguarding the American
taxpayers from even further increases
in the national debt.

The request to raise the debt pre-
sents us with an imperative that we ex-
amine our long-term budget policies.
We must first understand how we got
to this point. The national debt is an
accumulated IOU that the government
owes the people and institutions that
have been lending it money for dec-
ades. Our current debt stands at nearly
$5.95 trillion. This debt represents the
amount borrowed by the public to
cover the Federal Government’s budget
deficits, and the debt held by the gov-
ernment accounts represents the
amount of Federal debt issued to spe-
cialized Federal accounts, primarily
trust funds like Social Security.

Now the administration estimates it
will hit this current $5.95 trillion ceil-
ing by late March, jeopardizing the
timely payment of government bills.
The Secretary has asked Congress to
provide $750 billion in additional bor-
rowing authority to last until 2004.

It seems ironic that just last year the
administration predicted that there
would be no need to raise the debt
limit until 2008. In fact, if you recall,
and it seems quaint today, we were
warned about the dangers of paying
down the debt too fast.

Certainly it is true that unforeseen
circumstances, including the dev-
astating events of September 11, our
involvement in the war on terrorism
and the downturn in the economy have
contributed greatly to this situation,
and we all recognize the necessity of
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allowing the Federal Government to
continue operating by raising the debt
limit. But we also recognize the re-
sponsibility of Congress to work with
the administration and ensure that we
have a long-term economic recovery
plan.

Let me now introduce my colleague,
the gentleman from Arkansas (Mr.
BERRY). As a pharmacist, he has been
active on prescription drug issues, and
has been dedicated to paying down our
national debt and saving the Social Se-
curity Trust Fund and Medicare.

Mr. BERRY. Madam Speaker, I
thank the distinguished gentleman
from California, and I particularly ap-
preciate his efforts this evening to ad-
dress this issue that we are going to be
faced with very shortly.

The first year I served in this House,
1997, I think was the last time that we
raised the debt ceiling; and I remember
for as long as I can remember the talk
on this floor was that we had to have a
balanced budget, that we should pay off
the debt, that it is our job to be fis-
cally responsible. We have all heard
that. I would bet there is not a Member
of this House or a Presidential can-
didate or a Member of the United
States Senate that has not sworn their
allegiance to that idea, that we have to
live within our means.

There are certain times that one
never forgets. One of mine is last year,
just about this time, the new Director
of the Office of Management and Budg-
et came to the Blue Dogs and he made
this statement: ‘‘My greatest fear is
that we will pay off all of the national
debt and no one will be able to buy a
United States Savings Bond and they
won’t have a safe place to invest their
money.’’

It is with great regret this evening
that I have to tell you that those bonds
are going to be available for a long,
long time. The bad news is, our chil-
dren and grandchildren are going to
have to pay them off.

We have all heard that we should run
government like a business. This is no
way to operate. And yet here we are
going to be forced to vote to increase
the debt. We should not do that until
there is a plan in place to deal with
this problem.

We have spent all of the Social Secu-
rity Trust Fund. It is all gone. There is
no money left in it, and we are going to
borrow a lot more to go with that.
Then we are going to turn around and
say to our children and grandchildren,
we squandered it; we had the chance,
and we did not do anything about it.
We blew it. We spent it all, and now
you deal with it. It is your problem.

That is no way for the greatest Na-
tion in the history of the world to oper-
ate. It is irresponsible, and we should
not let this happen.

Our Blue Dog Coalition has been
dedicated all the time I have been
around and before that to fiscal respon-
sibility, and I am proud to be associ-
ated with all of the Members that par-
ticipate in the Blue Dog Coalition be-

cause of their commitment to this one
idea, that we can operate within our
means, and we should operate within
our means.

It is a heartbreaking thing for me to
think that we will spend all of the So-
cial Security Trust Fund, and borrow
more money than that, and turn
around and pass that debt to our chil-
dren. What responsible person would do
that to his children, to his family, and
what responsible Congress would do
that to their country?

I want to thank the gentleman from
California again for his leadership in
this matter, and thank him for yield-
ing time.

Mr. SCHIFF. Madam Speaker, I want
to thank the gentleman from Arkansas
for his statement this evening. It so
clearly mimics, I know, what my fam-
ily taught my brother and me. It was
very important to my parents that
they pass on to their children more
than what they inherited; that they
passed on a safer community, better
schools. They wanted for their children
more than what they had.

I feel that same commitment. I am a
relatively new dad. I have a 3-year-old,
and I have a new child on the way; and
when I think about what we are going
to leave for my children, and I ask my-
self the question, will they have as
good public schools as the ones I went
to, will they have a decent health care
system, will they live in a safe commu-
nity and a safe country, what will be
set aside for their future? It is times
like now that we are put to the test as
a generation. What will we leave our
children?

Madam Speaker, I would now like to
introduce another colleague from the
Blue Dog Coalition, the gentleman
from Utah (Mr. MATHESON).

b 2045

The gentleman from Utah (Mr.
MATHESON) is a member of the Com-
mittee on the Budget. He has been
committed to working in a bipartisan
fashion to ensure that the Federal
budget is fiscally sound and balanced,
and all I can say to the gentleman from
Utah is if we could get the budget in as
good of shape as the Olympics were run
in Utah, we would be in very good
shape.

Mr. MATHESON. Madam Speaker, I
thank the gentleman for conducting
this session tonight with all of the
Blue Dogs to talk about what I think is
such a critical issue.

Let us remember why we are here.
We are talking about a request that
has come in for us to raise the debt
limit by $750 billion. We throw numbers
around here all the time, and some-
times they lose a little of their mean-
ing. We should really think about this.
This is a lot of money, and it is going
to extend the debt limit by a lot.

Think about how this relates to us in
the private sector. Before I came here,
I worked in the business world. There
were times when I used to develop a
couple of large projects and I had to go

to a bank because I did have to borrow
money to help pay for the project.
There are times when one does need to
go into debt to borrow money for a
project in the business world, to take
out a mortgage on a house. But what I
had to do when I took that money out
for that business project is I had to
have a story I could tell to the lender
about how I was going to pay that
money back over time. When I took
out a mortgage on my house, I had to
explain to the lender how I was em-
ployed, how I had a salary, and how I
was going to be able to pay back that
mortgage over time.

The problem we have here now as
Members of Congress is that we are
being asked to take on this new mort-
gage, $750 billion, in fact, a pretty big
mortgage. The story has not been told
about how we are going to get out of
this pattern, about how we are going to
get out of going back to borrow and
borrow, about how we are going to pay
this mortgage off. I think that is a rel-
evant question to be asking.

I do not want to force the govern-
ment into some financial catastrophe
by having to be put into a situation
where Congress is not willing to ever
raise the debt limit, because there are
circumstances where sometimes the
government is going to have deficit
spending: times of war, times of eco-
nomic recession. We may have some
difficulties in certain circumstances.

But the notion, the notion that we
should raise this limit by this huge
magnitude, $750 billion, with no story,
with no story about how we are going
to stop the red ink and how we are
going to ultimately pay this off, that is
fiscal irresponsibility.

So I call on the President, I call on
my fellow Members of Congress. We
need to work to articulate a story for
how we are going to get out of this
mess, get out of the deficit spending
pattern; and if we are going to raise
the debt limit, $750 billion is not nec-
essarily what we need to do. Maybe we
should look at a lot lower number
while we work on a plan to get away
from this deficit spending habit.

That is the way it works out in the
real world, in the business world when
we need to borrow money to finance a
business, in one’s personal life to bor-
row money to purchase a car or a
home, and Congress should act in much
the same way.

So that is the thought that I want to
pass on tonight.

Mr. SCHIFF. Madam Speaker, I
thank the gentleman from Utah for his
leadership on this issue and for the bi-
partisan way he has approached it. In
fact, as a member of the freshman class
that we share, the gentleman from
Utah is the liaison to the Republican
freshman class and has endeavored on
many, many issues to work together
and find common ground, and what
more important area to find common
ground than this, than the future of
our country, than fiscal responsibility,
which both parties espouse, but here is
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the time where the rubber hits the
road.

The gentleman from Utah talked
about this mortgage and these interest
payments, and I think it is not only a
problem because of the interest that we
will pay or the debt that we will accu-
mulate but the lost opportunity that
that interest represents. The Blue Dog
Coalition has always been concerned
about the vanishing surplus and what
this represents in terms of our lost op-
portunities.

The new budget reports indicate that
the government will return to deficit
spending and raid the entire Medicare
surplus and further raid Social Secu-
rity by more than $1.5 trillion over the
next 10 years. During the budget debate
last year, Congress and the President
agreed that the Social Security Trust
Fund surplus would be put in a lockbox
and saved to prepare for the retirement
of the baby boomers. The new projec-
tions show this promise will not be
kept; and, unfortunately, the new pro-
jections instead show a return of budg-
et deficits, borrowing from Social Se-
curity, and rapidly increasing national
debt.

What is so worrisome about raising
the debt limit is the effect it will have
on the amount of interest we will pay
on that national debt. The public debt,
that is the debt that is held by public
investors, is subject to rising interest
costs, and the budgetary effect of that
higher debt is obviously higher interest
payments. This reveals a major change
from last year’s budget forecast.

Last year’s budget forecast projected
net interest payments on the debt of
$1.13 trillion over 10 years, with a pay-
ment in 2011 of only $20 billion. This
year’s budget projects net interest pay-
ments of $1.79 trillion over the same 10-
year period, with a 2011 payment at the
whopping sum of $159 billion. Over $1
trillion in the next decade will be spent
solely to pay interest on our debt, over
$1 trillion that we cannot use produc-
tively for Social Security, for a pre-
scription drug benefit under Medicare,
to facilitate a Patients’ Bill of Rights,
to improve our schools, to reduce class
sizes, to rebuild crumbling infrastruc-
ture. That is $1 trillion in interest pay-
ments that cannot be used for anything
else.

A close look at the growing interest
rates on our national debt reinforces
the importance of long-term debt re-
duction. It is reasonable and appro-
priate to run temporary deficits during
a recession and war, and we support the
President’s effort in the war on ter-
rorism. However, under a responsible
fiscal policy, the temporary deficits in-
curred must be offset by a return to
budget surpluses when conditions im-
prove. The most effective way to
achieve economic growth and ensure
our country returns to that era of
budget surpluses is to increase our na-
tional savings, and the most direct way
the government can increase national
savings is to reduce its debt and there-
by free up resources that the private

sector can turn into productive invest-
ments.

The last decade has shown the unde-
niable connection between declining
budget deficits and increasing invest-
ment. The best way to maintain busi-
ness investment, productivity growth,
and low interest rates is to implement
fiscal policy targeted towards reducing
the debt. We cannot let all that we
gained during the economic boom in
the 1990s to be lost in the early years of
the 21st century. So while we are con-
fronted with this need to raise the debt
ceiling, we must keep in mind, as my
colleagues have pointed out, the prin-
cipal element we must ensure, and that
is long-term fiscal discipline and eco-
nomic growth.

I would now like to yield to an out-
standing leader of the Blue Dog Coali-
tion, the gentleman from Texas (Mr.
STENHOLM). The gentleman from Texas
is respected on both sides of the aisle.
He has reached across partisan lines to
promote fiscal responsibility and has
been a leading advocate for years on
debt reduction.

Mr. STENHOLM. Mr. Speaker, I
thank the gentleman from California
for yielding to me. I thank him for
leading this discussion tonight.

I know that perhaps there are some
that are watching tonight and are say-
ing, what is your alternative? Let me
remind everyone that just a year ago,
the same Blue Dogs stood in the well,
stood at this mike, stood at others, and
we offered an alternative budget. We at
that time pointed out that the so-
called surplus of $5.6 trillion was pro-
jected. We did not believe it was the
conservative thing to do, to allocate all
of that $5.6 trillion. We suggested pay-
ing down the debt with half of it, and
then we suggested being very fiscally
responsible with the spending as well
as the tax cuts.

We lost that vote. Our friends on the
other side of the aisle said, thanks, but
no thanks. We have the formula, we
have the plan, and the surplus is real.

We also pointed out to our friends on
the other side of the aisle that, yes, we
had a surplus, but many of my con-
stituents were saying, how can we talk
about a surplus when we have a debt?
We owed $5.6 trillion last year at this
time. That is $5.6 trillion. We also were
completely ignoring the $20 trillion un-
funded liability of the Social Security
system. We Blue Dogs said we thought
it would have been the prudent thing
to do last year to deal with the future
of Social Security and Medicare. We
said that is what we should have done
first.

But no, the leadership of this House,
and this is certainly within their pre-
rogative, they said, no, the important
thing for us to do is to have a tax cut;
and that is what we did.

Well, here we are now, and I want to
show this chart here. This was a letter
dated February 13, 2002, to the gen-
tleman from New York (Mr. RANGEL),
the ranking member, from Secretary
O’Neill. The interesting thing about

this letter is, yes, he talks about the
fact that the war has changed things,
the economy has changed, and all of us
agree to that. There is no question
from any of us tonight that we must
pay for the war, and there is no ques-
tion that we are in a recession and that
recession started considerably more
than just a few months ago.

But the interesting thing about this
letter is that in this letter he admits
that we were going to have to increase
our debt ceiling in 2003. Not 9 years,
not 8 years, not any of the other rhet-
oric that we have heard.

I show this to indicate that, as we
will be seeing more and more of us on
the floor over the days and weeks
ahead, that we really and truly, as the
gentleman from Utah (Mr. MATHESON)
said a moment ago, we have a credit
card. Most everyone has a credit card
today. I have a big mock-up here we
will use a little bit later showing one
from the Republican National Com-
mittee. When we have a credit card, we
have a debt limit, we have a borrowing
limit, we have a credit limit on what
we can borrow; and when we reach that
limit, then we have to go to the credit
company and convince them that we
are worth taking a little additional
risk on. We go to the bank. That is
true. When you borrow to your limit,
then you have to come up with a plan
of how you are in fact going to con-
vince your banker that they ought to
loan you more money.

That is the most upsetting thing to
we Blue Dogs tonight. What we are
going to continue to suggest is that
raising the limit to $750 billion in one
vote, without a plan, does not make
sense, does not make sense to any
small businessman or woman, does not
make sense to any working man or
woman, does not make sense to anyone
that finds themselves in a credit dif-
ficulty to believe that you can go to
your banker and convince them that
they ought to loan you $750 billion
until you come with a plan.

That is the problem that we face to-
night, giving a blank check to the ad-
ministration without having a plan.
Now, here again, many of my friends
on the other side of the aisle say, well,
what is your plan?

We have a plan. We had a plan. We
voted on it last year. We lost. We are
perfectly willing, in fact, we pleaded
with the other side of the aisle time
and time again, where is the meaning
of bipartisan? We are ready to reach
out and to work with the majority
party in coming up with a plan. It is
their plan that we are concerned about,
and for them to believe that anyone on
our side of the aisle would vote for
their plan that is going to use all of the
Social Security surplus for the next 9
years does not make sense. It does not
make sense to me, and I do not believe
it makes sense to the American people.

The last two votes to raise the debt
limit in this body came at a time when
Congress and the President were en-
gaged in bipartisan negotiations on a
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balanced budget plan that ultimately
led to the Balanced Budget Act of 1997.
The current situation is very different.
The President has submitted a budget
which projects deficits financed by bor-
rowing the Social Security surplus for
the next decade and beyond, without
first passing a plan as to how we are
going to save Social Security for our
children and grandchildren. That is to
many a small item; and, yes, there are
two small items in my case, and they
are my grandsons. I resolved 61⁄2 years
ago when the first grandson was born
that I did not want him to look back 67
years from that day and say, if only my
granddad would have done what in his
heart he knew he should have done, we
would not be in the mess we are in
today.

b 2100

To raise the debt ceiling and borrow
another $750 billion over the next few
years, and then to increase our debt
over the next 10 years under the plan
that we are now under by $2.75 trillion,
is something I could not do, cannot do,
will not do under any circumstances.

We will stand here and we will sug-
gest, and I think the gentleman a mo-
ment ago made a good suggestion, let
us borrow the amount of money nec-
essary to fight the war. Whatever it
takes to make sure that we continue to
fund the Federal Government fighting
the war, let us do it. But let us con-
tinue to have a little discussion on the
other aspects of the economic game
plan that we are under today. Let us
talk about it; let us discuss it.

If there was some reaching out to our
side, we would find there would be an
agreement. I conclude just as I started:
I am sick and tired of hearing my
friends on the other side say, ‘‘Well,
what is your plan?’’ We had a plan. We
put it on the floor last year. They did
not like it. They passed their plan.
Now they are coming back and saying,
oh, by the way, we have to borrow $750
billion more to implement that plan.

That is not what they said when they
stood on the floor last year. In fact, if
Members remember, we were worried
that we were going to pay down our na-
tional debt too quick. We actually had
colleagues saying, ‘‘Well, we cannot
pay down the debt as quick as we are
going to pay it down.’’ Would that not
have been a wonderful problem? Be-
cause last year at this time nobody
foresaw 9–11–01. No one foresaw that.

We are not prophetic. All we Blue
Dogs said is that there just might be
something that would happen, or
maybe the stock market might not go
up forever, just maybe something is
going to happen; and it would have
been the conservative thing to do to
plan for that. Nobody listened to that.

Well, we had a pretty good vote. If
there had been 14 more votes, we would
have been here defending our plan to-
night. Instead, we are here saying,
‘‘Let us rethink borrowing $750 billion.
Let us go to the drawing board. Let us
work out the future of Social Security.

Let us work out the future of Medicare.
Let us do it within a conservative
budget and a conservative principle.’’

Borrowing money to the rate that
the other side is talking about doing is
not conservative, in my book. I thank
the gentleman for yielding, and I ap-
preciate his leadership on this. I appre-
ciate all of my Blue Dogs.

Members are going to see and hear a
lot more of us, and I hope very soon we
will be joined by some colleagues on
the other side of the aisle as we try to
find an answer to this question, other
than just borrowing and going further
into debt.

Mr. SCHIFF. Madam Speaker, I
thank the gentleman from Texas. He
has long been a clarion call to fiscal re-
sponsibility in this House, and I re-
member like it was yesterday the gen-
tleman from Texas standing on this
floor and talking about the
unreliability of 10-year projections,
how it was simply not prudent to an-
ticipate that only the most rosy sce-
nario would materialize; and indeed,
even in August, before the tragic
events of September, we could already
see the wisdom of the words of the gen-
tleman from Texas (Mr. STENHOLM) as
we saw those projections already being
radically revised downward.

Would that we had more colleagues
on this floor listen to those words last
year, and we might not be in the fiscal
predicament we are in today.

The gentlewoman from California
(Ms. SANCHEZ) has put her financial
background to use in Congress and has
stood out as a leader, both in education
and in issues affecting our Armed
Forces. The Congresswoman has
worked in a bipartisan way to shape
policies that benefit the people of
Southern California and our country in
a fiscally-responsible manner.

Madam Speaker, I yield to the gen-
tlewoman from California (Ms.
SANCHEZ).

Ms. SANCHEZ. Madam Speaker, I
thank my colleague, the gentleman
from California. It has been a pleasure
to have him here in the Congress and
to work together as Blue Dogs on
issues that really affect us.

I always tell my friends who ask me,
what do the Blue Dogs do, I tell them,
we are sort of like the bean counters,
the accountants, the people who really
want to set the record straight about
what is happening with the money
issues of the Congress. We do not want
to do a lot of smoke and mirrors; we
just want to talk about what it takes
to do what we want to do and have a
fair vote up and down on what we want.

I was happy to hear my colleague,
the gentleman from Texas (Mr. STEN-
HOLM), talk about the fact that a year
ago, as we discussed this large tax cut
that was passed mostly with Repub-
lican votes and signed by the Presi-
dent, that many of us who have been in
the financial industry, and I was an in-
vestment banker, many of us said, we
need a plan. Whenever we go and look
at the future of what is happening, we

have to have an idea of what we are
going to do with the money, and if we
have overruns, where we are going to
get that money. We have to have cush-
ions to what we are doing.

Many of us said to that tax cut that
the biggest problem with it was it was
done on rosy projections at a time
when all of us knew that the economy
was stalling on us, and we just knew
that those numbers were not going to
work.

So here we are today. Last year, no
politician, no policymaker, none of us
could have imagined that we would be
here talking today about raising the
statutory debt ceiling. At that time,
the administration and the Congres-
sional Budget Office were predicting
that no increase was going to be nec-
essary in this until 2008, if at all.

What a difference a year makes, and
it was not about 9–11. Yes, we are
spending a little more on defense and
on home security, but that is not what
this is about. This is about raising the
debt ceiling and raising it without a
plan in place.

When I used to issue debt for agen-
cies or for companies, when I would put
bonds out there, one of the things that
we had to do was write a prospectus
and talk about what we were going to
do with the money, why we were bor-
rowing it, how we were going to make
the money back, and how we were
going to make the payments on that
debt in order to bring the debt down.
But here, this administration wants a
$750 billion increase, and they do not
even have a plan.

So I agree with the rest of the Blue
Dogs here tonight that we need a plan,
and we need to keep pushing for a plan.
We do not need to increase this to $6.7
trillion, an increase of $750 billion.

Since 1940, the debt ceiling has risen
by over 12,000 percent, and here we go
again. The money right now, $5.95 tril-
lion, that is the debt ceiling we have
right now. It is even hard for people to
imagine back home what $5.59 trillion
is. I tell people, if they imagine all the
people in the world, and each one of
those owed $1,000, every man, every
woman, every child in the world, they
would get close to what that debt ceil-
ing is.

So where does it stop, with $750 bil-
lion this day, another $750 billion the
next year? What about the budget that
we have from the President right now,
the one that says he wants to extend
these tax cuts? We are going to have to
keep increasing this debt ceiling be-
cause our debt is going to keep going
up.

One of the problems is, the more debt
we get, the more interest we have to
pay, the more we add to our debt.
Think about those credit cards we
have. When we make that minimum
payment every month, the interest
rate makes it be more the next month,
so we keep making payments, but what
we owe on the credit card is more and
more and more as every month comes
along.
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That is what we are doing to our-

selves when we do not make a plan, a
fiscally-responsible plan about how we
are going to balance our spending with
the revenues that are coming in.

To my colleague, the gentleman from
California, I thank him for allowing me
to come down here and talk a little bit
about how people back home under-
stand how important it is to pay down
this debt, not continue to increase it;
and how, if they have to go to their
bank to get a loan, they need to tell
them how they are going to pay it
back.

I think most Americans across this
great country understand that some-
times, in a time of war, we need to bor-
row and we need to make sure that we
win this war. But they also want that
plan. They want us to be fiscally re-
sponsible.

Mr. SCHIFF. Madam Speaker, I
thank the gentlewoman for her state-
ment and for her leadership on this
issue.

The gentlewoman from California
talked about when she was issuing
bonds that she required a prospectus.
The gentleman from Utah talked about
when he went to a banker, he was re-
quired to give the banker what he
termed a story, something that would
account for why he could pay back the
debt.

So what is the administration’s pro-
spectus? What is the story? What is the
plan to get us back to balanced budg-
ets? As I understand it, according to
the director of OMB, the plan is, well,
if the economy grows at a faster than
anticipated rate, maybe we will get
back to a period of surplus again.

Imagine telling that to our local
banker when we are going out for a
small business loan: Mr. Banker, if my
business grows faster than can be rea-
sonably expected, then I will be able to
pay you back. That would not fly with
our local bank, it would not fly with
the municipality, and it ought not to
fly with the Federal Government.

Another one of my colleagues from
the Blue Dog Coalition is the gen-
tleman from Texas (Mr. TURNER). The
Blue Dog Coalition policy co-chair, the
gentleman from Texas (Mr. TURNER),
has led our coalition on many issues
and has been recognized for his stal-
wart commitment to fiscal responsi-
bility.

Madam Speaker, I yield to my friend,
the gentleman from Texas (Mr. TURN-
ER).

Mr. TURNER. Madam Speaker, I
thank the gentleman from California
(Mr. SCHIFF) for his leadership in this
hour tonight. It has been good to see so
many of the Blue Dog Democrat Coali-
tion members come to the floor and
talk about this issue.

Clearly, we are advocating fiscal re-
sponsibility because we believe it is
important to the future prosperity and
the future economic security of our
country. In many ways, we might de-
fine the debate tonight as a debate for
our national security, because main-

taining fiscal responsibility is a very
important part of maintaining our na-
tional security.

We see examples all across the world
of nations that get in trouble economi-
cally, Argentina being the most recent.
We understand what debt, excessive
debt, can mean to a country. Those of
us here on the floor tonight want to try
to start paying down that debt, rather
than seeing it continuing to rise.

We believe it is very important not
to raid the Social Security Trust Fund.
What business in America could get by
if its corporate executives raided the
retirement funds of its employees?
Those executives would be put behind
bars. But in Congress and in Wash-
ington, it seems that we routinely go
into the Social Security Trust Fund,
take those hard-earned payroll tax dol-
lars, and go out and spend them for
something else, just at a time when So-
cial Security is needing those funds
with the retirement of the baby boom
generation.

We can look at the facts. They speak
for themselves. If we just turn back
just a year ago and look at the projec-
tions, what we see is that just a year
ago we had a projection over 10 years
that our debt, our publicly held debt,
that is, the debt that is held by those
third parties, those folks who hold
those savings bonds, those Treasury
bonds, those Treasury notes, we saw a
year ago that the projections were that
that debt would be eliminated over the
next decade. In fact, it would be actu-
ally completely paid off to the tune of
$129 billion, so we would be back in sur-
plus.

Yet, here we are in February of 2002,
and the projections have completely
changed. We find that the projection is
that we will have an almost $2.8 tril-
lion debt at the end of this decade. So
what we see is a completely different
picture.

What has happened? Of course, we
passed a major tax cut based on those
projections of economic prosperity.
Now it turns out that with the tax cut,
with the slowdown in the economy, and
with the war, that projection of surplus
is gone and our projections now show
an ocean of red ink.

The impact of that on paying inter-
est is just almost incomprehensible.
We projected just a year ago that we
would pay $709 billion in interest on
our national debt over the next decade.
We are actually paying close to $1 bil-
lion a day right now just on interest on
our national debt, but that was going
to go down because the projections
were that we were going to pay off that
publicly held national debt.

Well, what does it look like today?
Here we are with projections that we
will spend almost $1.8 trillion in inter-
est, almost, over the next decade, $1
trillion more in interest. What a waste.
What a waste.

We believe firmly that we must end
the practice of deficit spending in
Washington. Congress engaged in it for
30 years, until just 4 years ago when we

passed the Balanced Budget Act, and
we have seen 3 years of annual sur-
pluses in our Federal budget. But here
we are in 2002 with, once again, a pro-
jection that we will be back into def-
icit spending.

Some people say, ‘‘What is the big
deal? Deficit spending, it sounds kind
of like Washington talk.’’ It simply
means that we are spending more
money than we are taking in. If Mem-
bers did it at their houses, they would
be running up a debt on a credit card,
or going down to the bank trying to
figure out how to borrow enough
money to pay the bills.

In our houses, if we have a credit
card, it usually has a limit on how
much debt we can go into before they
say, no, they cannot charge anymore.
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It is not that way in Washington.
You can just keep running the debt up
or at least some people seem to think
that is the way this works. They act as
if it does not matter how big the na-
tional debt gets. Why is deficit spend-
ing wrong? It is wrong because the
debts that we incur today will have to
be paid for by our children. That is
wrong. It is wrong because as the de-
mand for credit is increased by our
government, it has the effect of push-
ing up interest rates in the economy.
So we all pay, not only in higher taxes
to cover this interest on this national
debt; but every time we go out and bor-
row money to buy cars, send our chil-
dren to college, buy a new home, we
are going to be paying higher interest
rates than we would had the govern-
ment not engaged in such reckless def-
icit spending.

Another thing the deficit does for us
is forecloses a lot of options. If we have
an emergency and we need to spend
more, it is harder to go into debt when
you are already deep in debt. When you
are trying to solve the problem of So-
cial Security and Medicare, which is
going to get critical in about 10 years
with the retirement of baby boomers,
and you try to figure out how to solve
that problem, if you are already deeply
in debt, you are going to have trouble.
If you are trying to help our senior
citizens, as most of us on the floor to-
night have worked hard to do with pre-
scription drugs, where are you going to
pay for it if you are already deeply in
debt? It is wrong to raid Social Secu-
rity in order to finance the activities of
government. We need to be protecting
Social Security. And deficit spending is
wrong because ultimately it is going to
erode the confidence in the U.S. econ-
omy.

The only reason we stand on this
floor tonight and have the luxury of
borrowing money in order to run our
government is because of the con-
fidence people have in the American
economy. In Argentina tonight you
cannot borrow any money, the govern-
ment cannot. But in the good old
United States people still have con-
fidence in our economy, and we can go
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out and borrow money. And you know
what it is backed by? It is backed by
people’s faith and confidence in our
economy and our willingness to pay
those debts by taxing the American
people someday. And if we allow that
debt to keep growing and growing and
growing, that interest to keep growing
and growing and growing, there is
going to come a point when the world
is going to look at our economy and
says, you all look an awful like an Ar-
gentina economy, and I do not believe
we want to loan you any more money
to finance that $5 trillion national
debt. And I believe if we do, we are
going to have to get a little more inter-
est rates because we look at the econ-
omy much like those investors did
when they were borrowing money a few
years ago on those junk bonds, and
junks bonds of course require very high
interest rates for anybody that wants
to buy.

So if we undermine the economy of
this country, in the long term it would
destroy our economic security, our na-
tional security and our prosperity.
That is what this debate tonight is all
about.

I commend the gentleman from Cali-
fornia (Mr. SCHIFF) for his leadership. I
commend the Blue Dogs for their will-
ingness to come to the floor tonight
and talk about this critical national
issue.

Mr. SCHIFF. Madam Speaker, I
thank the gentleman tonight for his
leadership on this issue. The gentleman
also very successfully lead the House
just a couple weeks ago successfully to
gather the signatures required to dis-
charge campaign finance reform which
successfully passed the House. We
thank the gentleman from Texas (Mr.
TURNER) very much for his contribu-
tions both then and now.

Madam Speaker, I would like to in-
troduce a fellow Californian, the gen-
tleman from California (Mr. THOMP-
SON), who I had the privilege of serving
with in the California State Senate.
The gentleman has worked hard for the
people of California and our Nation and
is recognized for his bipartisan ap-
proach for the important issues facing
our Congress, especially the debt limit.
I yield to the gentleman.

Mr. THOMPSON of California.
Madam Speaker, I thank the gen-
tleman from California (Mr. SCHIFF) for
his leadership tonight in this effort to
bring awareness to what I believe is a
very, very important issue for all of
the American people.

Madam Speaker, we have come to a
very critical point in our congressional
work. We can create a long-term phys-
ical plan that will benefit this and fu-
ture generations or we can send our
government down the road of excessive
borrowing and send the bill to the next
generation of Americans. I believe this
would be the wrong approach.

As we have heard many times to-
night, just a year ago the administra-
tion predicted Congress would be able
to operate under the Federal debt limit

for the next 7 years. Now we are being
asked for a $750 billion increase in the
Federal debt limit. The Treasury De-
partment predicts this increase will
cover government needs until 2005. So
we went from being able to stay under
the Federal debt limit in 9 years to
being forced to raise the limit by $750
billion just so government can con-
tinue to operate for another 3 years.

We are in danger of opening the flood
gates of fiscal irresponsibility by in-
creasing the Federal debt limit without
having a plan in place to balance the
budget and to pay our bills. Funding
our national priorities such as home-
land security and our efforts against
terrorism must be done. However, to
increase the Federal debt limit without
having any mechanism of fiscal re-
straint will likely lead us down the
path of deficits resulting from addi-
tional spending or additional tax cuts.

In the span of 1 year, the Office of
Management and Budget has reduced
its 10-year budget surplus projections
by $5 trillion. When investors around
the world look to Washington to see
the creation of huge budget deficits,
they will inevitably push interest rates
higher. When interest rates go up, the
American consumer suffers. A home-
owner in our country who holds $100,000
mortgage debt would save a total of
$50,000 over the life of a 30-year mort-
gage if the mortgage rate was just 2
percentage points lower. American con-
sumers hold about $6.5 trillion in mort-
gage debt, so each percentage point of
increase in their mortgage rate means
an extra $250 billion in mortgage costs
to Americans.

In addition, local schools and local
hospitals will be forced to pay higher
interest costs as they issue bonds to
raise the necessary funds they need to
continue to educate our kids and care
for sick Americans and injured Ameri-
cans.

Throughout the 1990’s, the Federal
Government maintained fiscal dis-
cipline; and the pay off to the Amer-
ican consumer was remarkable. Let us
not throw these gains away. Instead,
let us do what may be tough but obvi-
ously what is right. Let us put in place
a mechanism for fiscal responsibility
and fiscal constraint. Let us not allow
this budget or this credit limit to in-
crease and put future American genera-
tions in fiscal jeopardy.

Madam Speaker, we should fund our
war on terrorism and our efforts on
homeland security, and we must save
Social Security and Medicare from in-
solvency by adopting a more fiscally-
responsible approach to budget prior-
ities. Now is the time to make the
tough choices to ensure future genera-
tions are not saddled with trillions of
dollars of debt and stuck with a bank-
rupt retirement program. I thank the
Blue Dogs for their effort in this re-
gard.

Mr. SCHIFF. Madam Speaker, I
thank the gentleman from California
(Mr. THOMPSON) for his leadership.

Madam Speaker, in closing I want to
thank the Blue Dog Democrats who

have joined me here tonight in this dis-
cussion of raising the national debt
limit and its implications for our Fed-
eral fiscal policy. I look forward to the
opportunity to debate this issue in the
days ahead as we continue to work to
balance the budget and pay down our
debt and protect the Social Security
Trust Fund for the future.

f

REPORT ON RESOLUTION PRO-
VIDING FOR CONSIDERATION OF
H.R. 1542, INTERNET FREEDOM
AND BROADBAND DEPLOYMENT
ACT OF 2001
Mr. LINDER (during Special Order of

Mr. SCHIFF), from the Committee on
Rules, submitted a privileged report
(Rept. No. 107–361) on the resolution (H.
Res. 350) providing for consideration of
the bill (H.R. 1542) to deregulate the
Internet and high speed data services,
and for other purposes, which was re-
ferred to the House Calendar and or-
dered to be printed.

f

IMMIGRATION INTO THE UNITED
STATES

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mrs.
CAPITO). Under the Speaker’s an-
nounced policy of January 3, 2001, the
gentleman from Colorado (Mr.
TANCREDO) is recognized for 60 minutes.

Mr. TANCREDO. Madam Speaker, I
come before the body tonight to talk
about an issue that has often times
been in the forefront in my thinking
and a concern about the direction of
the Nation; and that, of course, is im-
migration and the effect of massive im-
migration on our country.

Madam Speaker, I and my wife and
several other members of the Congress
of the House of Representatives just re-
turned from a trip to Turkey, and it
was a very interesting, very fas-
cinating trip. And as we got back into
the United States and were coming
through customs, the young lady who
was the customs official that was
stamping our passport and checking to
see what we have and that sort of thing
at JFK looked up at me and said, I
think I have seen you some place be-
fore, maybe on C–SPAN. And I said,
Well, perhaps because I often am doing
exactly what I am doing here tonight.
I have spoken often on the issue of im-
migration. And she just had imme-
diately got this sort of dejected look on
her face and said, What a mess. What a
mess. And she said it in a way that
says it all.

Here is an official charged with the
responsibility of implementing part of
our immigration laws; and she, as well
as so many other of her colleagues
working in that area, recognize that it
is in fact a mess.

Now, I have often come before this
body and stood at this particular
microphone and talked about the im-
plications, well, more importantly the
incredible situation we face with an or-
ganization, the INS, that is dysfunc-
tional, to say the least. We have a situ-
ation where we have literally millions
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of people coming across our borders
every single year that cannot be ac-
counted for, millions of people who ac-
tually end up staying here beyond the
time that they were allowed to come in
under visas. And many people, of
course, coming across the border every
single year without any sort of visa or
permission from this government to do.

There are many implications as a re-
sult of having this kind of situation, a
country that is completely unable to
defend its own borders. That is the sit-
uation that we face tonight. And I have
talked on many occasions about the
implications of that situation, the eco-
nomic implications in this country, the
incredible costs that we incur.

In a recent article in the Denver
Post, a columnist by the name of Al
Knight identified the costs to just the
city and county of Denver for the pur-
pose of providing services for immi-
grants, both legal and illegal, who
come into the city in order to have
their children, have a baby. And then
Medicaid picks up the cost of it for the
most part, in fact, 100 percent of it.
And how much then it ends up costing
every citizen just for that one little
chunk of the action. And it goes on, of
course, schools, roads, housing, wel-
fare, enormous economic costs,
infrastructural costs for a Nation that
cannot defend its own borders.

There are political ramifications.
There are cultural ramifications. And
there are, of course, even security, na-
tional security issues that are all too
evident for us here tonight as a result
of the September 11 events. And we
have talked about these things, and I
try to bring them to the attention of
my colleagues because, of course, I be-
lieve that they are worthy of that at-
tention, those issues.

Tonight I am going to focus just on a
little bit of a different side of this be-
cause as I said I just came back from a
country that is a fascinating place, and
it is in a part of the world that is expe-
riencing enormous difficulties. Of
course, that has probably been the case
for hundreds, if not thousands, of
years. And I have been, therefore,
thinking about this issue that Hun-
tington calls the ‘‘clash of civiliza-
tions’’ because we were there where we
saw civilizations clashing. And Mr.
Huntington in his book, ‘‘Clash of Civ-
ilizations,’’ points out that there are
today no real ideologies clashing.
There are really not nations fighting
nations so much as there are civiliza-
tions clashing with each other. And
this does have relevance to the issue of
immigration and certain other aspects
of our national policy.
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So I am going to focus on that for
just some time tonight because I do
think again that is a side of this immi-
gration issue that has not really been
discussed to the extent that it is war-
ranted.

Madam Speaker, I wonder whether or
not we have given enough thought to

some of the philosophical questions
that develop as a result of massive im-
migration into this country and com-
bining massive immigration with an-
other phenomenon in America that I
will call radical multiculturalism.

Another great book, while I am
speaking of that, is a book called the
Disuniting of America: Reflections on a
Multicultural Society, by Arthur
Schlesinger, Jr. He speaks to this prob-
lem, and he says what happens when
people of different ethnic origins,
speaking different languages and pro-
fessing different religions, settle on the
same geographical locality, live under
the same political sovereignty, unless a
common purpose binds them together,
tribal antagonisms will drive them
apart.

In the century darkly ahead, civiliza-
tion faces a critical question, he says.
What is it that holds a nation to-
gether? And that is what I am going to
address here for just a little bit this
evening.

He goes on to say, no one in the 19th
century thought more carefully about
representative government than John
Stewart Mill. The two elements that
defined a nation, as Mill saw it, were
the desire on the part of the inhab-
itants to be governed together and the
common sympathy instilled by shared
history, values and language.

Free institutions, he wrote, are next
to impossible in a country made up of
different nationalities. Among the peo-
ple without fellow feeling, especially if
they read and speak different lan-
guages, united public opinion, nec-
essary for the working of representa-
tive government, cannot exist.

It is in general a necessary condition
of free institutions that the boundaries
of government should coincide in the
main with those of nationalities.

Of course, that is happening less and
less in this world. It is happening less
and less in the United States.

One can say and be accurate I think
to suggest that America has for a long
time shown itself to be something in
opposition to this definition that Mr.
Mill has given us of a cohesive country.
After all, we are a Nation that was
born out of many ethnic origins, people
from a variety of different countries, of
course, coming here to create what we
now call the United States of America;
and many of them spoke different lan-
guages and had different values and dif-
ferent religions and that sort of thing,
but they came together in this country
and created a new experiment, new ex-
periment in the way we govern our-
selves. We call it a republic.

So how could it be then that the pos-
sibility or the problem of massive im-
migration could possibly in the United
States, which as I say has a history of
immigration, of course, people coming
from all over the world and having
formed a very prosperous and workable
country, how could it be that we then
look at the possibility that that might
not be the future for the United
States?

Let me suggest, Madam Speaker,
that there are some major and signifi-
cant differences between massive im-
migration today in the United States
and the immigration that brought this
country into an existence, its exist-
ence.

For the most part, it is my belief, it
is my understanding of history, of our
history especially, that it indeed is a
country to which many people came
from different places but came with a
common purpose for the most part.
They came here with the idea that
they were in fact joining something
new, participating in a new experiment
in government, seeking a new life and
seeking, most importantly, to break
the ties to the old, and this is a very
important distinction that I think we
have to address. And when they came,
the way that the culture existed and,
up until just recently anyway, all the
forces internally in the United States,
the cultural and political forces, were
driving people into an amalgamation,
if you will, a homogeneity, the melting
pot. That is where it comes from,
where people came from a lot of places
but became one. E pluribus unum.

That amazing sort of phenomenon
created this incredibly wonderful coun-
try, and it held us together through a
revolution and civil war, World War I,
World War II, Depression, all of the
other things that provided a threat to
the national existence. It held us to-
gether.

Something is happening that I think
we have to pay attention to. Today and
for the last actually I think probably
almost 40 years, we have seen a dif-
ference in the kind of immigration and
the kind of people who are coming to
the United States, the kind of connec-
tions they have to the countries from
which they came and their desire to
maintain them, their desire to main-
tain another language, different cus-
toms, different habits and even, even a
desire to maintain some sort of polit-
ical affinity to the country from which
they came.

This I suggest, Madam Speaker, is a
new thing with which we must deal, a
new phenomenon, and we could deal
with it still in this country, this mas-
sive country if we were talking about
immigration at the numbers that were
even high at the turn of the century,
couple hundred thousand people a year
at the turn of the late 1800s, early
1900s. That was it. That was the high-
est we ever got 220 some thousand peo-
ple coming to the United States. We
could handle that. But we are, of
course, far above that today.

When we combine the massive num-
bers of people coming into the United
States with this different philosophical
background and difference in terms of
what they are looking for, what they
want to be when they get here and add
to the mix this multiculturalism, this
concept, this idea taught in the
schools, the idea promulgated by the
media, the idea promulgated certainly
by what some people have termed the
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elite in our society, this idea being
that all cultures are the same, that no
nation state is really any different
than any other nation state, that there
is nothing unique about the United
States, that we should not look to our
past because they are nothing really,
just a bunch of dead white males who
made up our history, we should eschew
that, we should move away from that,
we should condemn that, we should dis-
connect ourselves from that history
and embrace this multicultural con-
cept.

I would suggest that these two phe-
nomena, these two things, this massive
immigration with people coming with
a different purpose in mind and com-
bined with this multiculturalism, I
would say radical multiculturalism,
this is concocting a deadly mixture for
the United States.

This manifests itself in a variety of
ways, and there are some very inter-
esting statistics which point this out,
what is happening to us. We have al-
lowed for many, many years, we have
allowed people to live in the United
States while claiming citizenship in
another country. Relatively few people
have ever done that in our Nation’s
history frankly, but recently we have
noticed a significant increase.

There are now estimates of six, seven
or eight million people in the United
States who are claiming dual citizen-
ship, and that is really probably a very
conservative estimate. Because be-
tween 1961 and 1997, 22 million legal im-
migrants, that is just legal, came to
this country. Seventy-five percent of
them came from countries that allowed
dual citizenship; and many millions, as
I say, now claim that.

Interestingly, a couple of years ago
Mexico changed its laws and allowed
its citizens immigrating from Mexico
to retain their citizenship. They have
even gone farther than that, and they
are now encouraging Mexicans in the
United States to vote in both the
United States and in elections in Mex-
ico.

We were recently in Mexico. I will
never forget sitting at a luncheon and
sitting next to a gentleman by the
name of Eddie Levy. Eddie Levy, his
name tag in front of us there. When we
went around, introduced ourselves, Mr.
Levy introduced himself as a member
of the Mexican Congress. And indeed he
was. He was a citizen of Los Angeles,
but he is also a member of the Mexican
Congress.

There are cities in southern Texas
where the mayor of the city is a Mexi-
can national. There is a city that has
actually said that none of its docu-
ments will be written in English any-
more, will all be in Spanish. It has ac-
tually said that nobody employed by
the city can enforce any immigration
laws, any American immigration laws.
This is a city inside the United States.

The President of Mexico recently, he
has something he calls the Vision 20/20
plan for homogenous Americas. He is
unabashedly staking Mexico’s future

and fortunes on greener pastures in the
north. This is from a Gwinnett News
Service article, February 21. He de-
lights in describing a borderless region,
symbiotic in its relations, similar in
principle to the European Economic
Union where jobs and people and the
Euro cross most borders as easily as
the wind.

This is the President of Mexico.
When we think of 2025, year 2025, there
is not going to be a border, Mr. Fox has
said. Soon there will be free movement
of people, just like the free movement
of goods.

We were in Mexico, as I say, not too
long ago. We met with a representative
of the Mexican government who is a
newly appointed cabinet minister there
for a newly created cabinet in the
Mexican government. His name is Juan
Hernandez, and Mr. Hernandez’s title
translates something like minister in
charge of Mexicans living outside of
Mexico.

It is a very interesting title, of
course, and he was also unabashed in
what he described as the future he saw.
It is one in which essentially millions
of Mexican citizens will be coming to
the United States, legally and ille-
gally. He sees really no difference. Be-
cause, as he told me, really there are
not two countries here, he said. We are
just talking a region. This is a member
of the Mexican government.

So there is a blending, that is for
sure, there is a blending of culture.
There is a blending, and the border is
in many respects almost eliminated. It
is gone, for all intents and purposes.

There can be a legitimate debate, as
I have said often, as to whether or not
we should abolish the border between
the United States and Mexico, between
the United States and Canada and form
this sort of European Union model that
Mr. Fox wants and that many Members
of this Congress want, maybe even
members of our administration want.
We can debate this point. A bill could
arise for that purpose. We could have a
national debate as to whether or not
we want to eliminate the borders.

b 2145
I would vote ‘‘no.’’ I believe that

there is a purpose served by them, bor-
ders, that is; and they go beyond just
the need for our own immediate secu-
rity. They go into this bigger issue
that I am talking about in terms of
what makes a nation; what, in fact,
holds a nation together. But, nonethe-
less, it is a legitimate topic. We can de-
bate it, if that is where we are going.

The problem I have, Madam Speaker,
is that that is where we are going; but
it is without the debate. We will not
hear on the floor of this House, we will
not hear in any committee of this Con-
gress a discussion as to the efficacy of
doing something like eliminating our
borders. We will talk about the need to
revamp the INS and all that, and I am
all for it; but I really do think that the
whole battle over immigration is really
a battle as to whether or not we should
have borders.

And the people who are the ultimate
sort of multiculturalists, the people
who do not see a reason to attach any
significance to what we describe as the
United States of America, its unique-
ness and the validity of our civiliza-
tion, of Western Civilization, essen-
tially, in this clash of civilizations that
we now face in the world, the people
who push that concept will push for the
elimination of our borders. And they
are aided in that if they cannot get it
via a bill through this Congress, signed
by the President, then they will get it
as a result of changing who we are and
what we are in the United States.

As I say, it is not just massive immi-
gration that is the problem. It is mas-
sive immigration connected with this
multiculturalism that infects our sys-
tem, our culture. It is the kind of thing
that says that schoolchildren cannot
say the Pledge any more; it is the kind
of thing that will not allow flags to be
flown in our schools and in public insti-
tutions. Even after the outpouring of
patriotic fervor after September 11,
there were places throughout the
United States that disallowed the fly-
ing of the flag because they said it may
in fact anger people; it may be an af-
front to somebody; that it may make
them uncomfortable. The flying of the
flag may make them uncomfortable.

No, Madam Speaker, the elimination
of any sort of recognition of uniqueness
of America from our public schools
under this cloak of multiculturalism, I
guess I will call it, has resulted in a
situation where we have at least a gen-
eration, maybe two, who are incredibly
illiterate when it comes to American
history and the American ideal.

I am a teacher by background. I
taught for 8 years in Jefferson County,
Colorado. I taught civics, as a matter
of fact. And I can attest to something
that I think is pretty much common
sense, but it is a fact that children are
not born with an appreciation, an in-
nate appreciation of the Declaration of
Independence or the Bill of Rights, who
we are as a Nation. They do not under-
stand that innately. They have to be
taught. It has to be something that is
appreciated in their homes and rein-
forced in the school, the same way that
most children do not come to school
with an appreciation of great art or
great literature or great music. We
have to teach them that. They do not
come to it naturally.

The same thing happens with teach-
ing them about America and about the
uniqueness of this country and about
what it means to be an American, how
it separates us from the rest of the
world. But even saying that today in a
public school could get someone in
trouble. Today, if a teacher in a public
school in this land actually said that
there is something unique about Amer-
ica, it separates us from the rest of the
world and it is better, they would be in
trouble. There are politicians that may
be in trouble for saying it. There are
certainly people in the media who
would rail against such a concept. I see
aspects of this all the time.
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I think there are major implications

to issues like drawing lines, congres-
sional lines, just for certain ethnic
groups, and even caucuses here in the
Congress of the United States, where
Black, Hispanic and others are based
on ethnicity. I always wonder about
how that helps us come together as a
Nation; how does this help us actually
define ourselves as a Nation, the com-
mon set of ideals, of values, of lan-
guages?

Now, I am Italian. I am 100 percent
Italian. I am a recent arrival, as a mat-
ter of fact, by heritage. My grand-
parents came to the United States in
the late 1800s and early 1900s, along
with the wave of immigration all over
the world. As I say, both sides came
from Italy, so I am relatively new, if
you want to think of it that way. I can-
not trace my heritage back to the
Mayflower. So I am a relatively new
American, if you want to think of it
that way. Yet I must say, Madam
Speaker, that in growing up, all the
textbooks I was given in school, all the
things that I was told in my home, all
of the influences of my life, and all of
the references to my history, our his-
tory, if you want to say it that way,
was all American history.

I grew up thinking of Jefferson and
Madison and Adams, Patrick Henry,
Benjamin Franklin. These were the he-
roes of my history. That is what I was
taught, both at home and in school.
There was never any idea that we were
somehow still tied politically or lin-
guistically to Italy. As a matter of
fact, and perhaps even unfortunately,
Italian was not allowed to be spoken in
my grandparents’ home. It was an indi-
cation of their desire to separate them-
selves from the nation of their birth
and to come here and start anew.

That, as I say, is what I think has
changed. I believe our schools do not
teach that. I believe that we are wit-
nessing this significant shift in cul-
ture, and I think it is something wor-
thy of us to discuss. Massive immigra-
tion, combined with radical multi-
culturalism spells disaster, as far as I
am concerned, Madam Speaker. As I
say, I have often come to the floor to
talk about the other implications of
immigration, but tonight I just wanted
to address this topic for a short period
of time because I do think it is worthy
of note.

Perhaps it is because I just came
back from overseas where I could see
the effects of this clash of civilizations;
that everywhere we look around the
world, as a matter of fact, we can see
tribalism breaking up nation states,
and that is the new world in which we
live. It is happening all over. Countries
are facing this kind of problem, and I
worry about our own future. And I
think that in order for us to sustain
ourselves, in order for the United
States to sustain itself and be the lead-
er of Western Civilization, that we
have to have a cohesion, we have to
have a homogenous society.

Now, I am not suggesting for a mo-
ment that anybody has to ignore their

background. Certainly I do not. Cer-
tainly I appreciate my own, and I ap-
preciate anybody else’s desire to revel
in their own cultural background and
heritage. That is not the issue at all. It
is the issue of whether or not we dis-
connect, though, politically, from what
we were to who we are today. And I
worry that that is not happening.

There are certainly indications that
something very, very different is occur-
ring in America today as a result of
massive immigration into the United
States. Uncontrolled immigration. We
can, in fact, still have immigration. We
do not have to slam any doors shut. We
simply have to reduce the number; and
we have to, on the other side of the
coin, begin to once again focus on what
it means to be an American in our pub-
lic schools, in our institutions, in our
leaders.

I think the President of the United
States and all people entrusted with
the responsibility of leadership in
America should focus on that and talk
about it. It is imperative now, I think,
as we enter into this new world, this
clash of civilizations that I mentioned.
It is imperative that we identify for
the world at large and for our own citi-
zens exactly who we are and why there
is the struggle against the evil that we
have identified as the terrorists in the
world. It is in a way a clash of civiliza-
tions, certainly; and it is important for
Americans to understand who we are,
where we came from, and where we are
going.

We need a cohesive society. We need
a language in which we can all commu-
nicate. Even that, of course, as you
know, is being challenged continually.
Bilingual education, as an example, is
where children are placed in classes
and taught in a language other than
English for the purpose, they say, of in-
creasing their educational attainment
levels. But even when it is shown over
and over again that there is no actual
increase in educational attainment lev-
els, people still push bilingual edu-
cation. So you have to ask yourself
why. What is the purpose? If it is not to
actually help a child accomplish some-
thing, accomplish a better education,
obtain a better education, then why
are we doing it? It is, I suggest, Madam
Speaker, as a result of this radical
multiculturalism; the idea that we do
not want people to disconnect from
that other culture, wherever they came
from and what they were, and connect
to a new one. We want to foster this
Balkanizing sort of phenomenon that
we are experiencing in the United
States. All very dangerous stuff.

f

POVERTY IN AMERICA

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mrs.
CAPITO). Under the Speaker’s an-
nounced policy of January 3, 2001, the
gentleman from Illinois (Mr. DAVIS) is
recognized for 60 minutes.

Mr. DAVIS of Illinois. Madam Speak-
er, I have listened to much of the dis-
cussion this evening, and I have de-

cided that I am going to talk about
something that I do not think we talk
about nearly enough, and I am sure
that we do not do nearly enough about
it, and that is the whole issue of pov-
erty and what it does to millions of
people in our Nation and what it does
to millions of people throughout the
world.

Madam Speaker, the stubborn per-
sistence of poverty in America is one of
the most inexplicable features of our
national life. America, that is our
country, in the 21st century is the
wealthiest Nation in the history of the
world. We have the resources to pro-
vide for all of our citizens, and cer-
tainly we have the resources to end
hunger, homelessness, and to offer
quality health care and education to
all of our people. Yet, in our great na-
tional paradox, we have not chosen to
do so.

The gap between the few ultra-
wealthy and the overwhelming major-
ity of working people, that gap, which
was once quite small, has grown and is
now wider than at any time since the
Great Depression.

b 2200
It has, in the judgment of many, be-

come so large that it undermines our
sense of a Nation of equals. Poverty
and income inequality present a real
challenge to our notion of America as a
Nation that promotes equality and
that is seriously moving in that direc-
tion.

In 1997, the top 1 percent of the U.S.
population, that is, 2.6 million people,
had as much after-tax income as the
100 million Americans with the lowest
income.

At the same time, household debt
reached historic highs. The total value
of all forms of outstanding household
debt was greater than the total dispos-
able income of all households.

The wealthiest 1 percent reduced
their share of the debt by 27 percent,
while the middle 20 percent of house-
holds increased their share of the debt
by 38.8 percent.

There was no progress in reducing
poverty between 1995 and 1999 despite
an increasing economy. More than 1.4
million Americans are classified as
food insecure, including the cruelest
feature of poverty, the concentration
of children among the poor.

Madam Speaker, 45 percent of chil-
dren in poor families are considered
food insecure.

Reductions in poverty as a result of
economic growth were entirely offset
by increased poverty due to cuts in
government safety net programs. The
poor in the United States are less like-
ly than the poor in other countries to
leave poverty. On average, 28.6 percent
of the United States poor are able to
escape their economic situation, while
in Sweden the rate is 36 percent. In
Germany, the rate is 37 percent; in
Canada, the rate is 42 percent; and in
the Netherlands the rate is 44 percent.

Counting the poor has become a cyn-
ical art. Measures of poverty have
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come and gone, many of them arbi-
trary from their inception. The current
poverty level has never been permitted
to adjust to cost of living increases and
other impacts. The debate over defin-
ing poverty and who is poor has been
used to limit the ability of public pol-
icy to address poverty in a meaningful
way.

As William Greider has pointed out,
‘‘The effect of the poverty line is to ob-
scure the existence of a vast pool of
struggling families who are above the
poverty line, who are not officially
poor, and to exclude them from the po-
litical equation.’’

Further quoting, ‘‘Helping the poor is
considered virtuous even among con-
servatives. Helping the nonpoor is con-
sidered wasteful or even fraudulent.
The problem of poverty is presumed to
reside in the poor people themselves,
not in the structure of wages available
in the private economy.’’

According to a recent study by the
Economic Policy Institute, 29 percent
of working families in the United
States with one to three children under
age 12 do not earn enough to afford
basic necessities such as food, housing,
health care, and child care, even during
a period of national prosperity. Nearly
one-third of families with incomes
below twice the poverty threshold
faced at least one critical hardship,
like going without food, getting evict-
ed, having to double up in housing with
another family or not having access to
medical care during an acute illness.

The report calculated a basic budget
level for each State, the budget a fam-
ily would need to afford food, housing,
child care, health insurance, transpor-
tation, and utilities. Even for families
that include a full-time worker, nearly
one-quarter of the families below twice
the poverty line face these problems.

Of families with incomes below the
basic income line, half include a parent
who worked full time, and nearly 60
percent are two-parent families. More
than 75 percent are headed by a worker
with a high school degree or more.
About one-third live in the suburbs,
one-third in the cities, and one-third in
rural areas.

Just over half of all families living
below the basic budget level are white
families. However, about half of all
black and Hispanic families fall below
the basic budget levels.

No one argues for income equality in
the sense we demand equality in poll-
ing places. Nevertheless, there is,
somewhere, a line where economic in-
equality becomes incompatible with
democracy. The marketplace makes no
allowance for democracy, and there is
no greater challenge to our democracy
than economic injustice and poverty in
the first place.

So out of concern for basic economic
justice, out of the fundamental need
for capitalism to balance production
and consumption and a profound need
to preserve our sense of Nation, we face
no more critical task than shaping a
national economic policy which ad-
dresses the issue of poverty.

The question of poverty and eco-
nomic income inequality has moved
center stage as, for the first time in a
decade, America is mired in recession.
And of course we know that when we
talk recession overall we are talking
serious depression for those at the low-
est levels of our economic stratum.

More than 8 million Americans are
now out of work. More than 1 million
workers have lost their jobs since Sep-
tember 11. Our economy has been shed-
ding 100,000 jobs a week. Two million
workers will likely lose their unem-
ployment insurance benefits in the
first 6 months of this year. Ninety-four
percent of those who lose benefits will
not receive additional assistance.

It is extremely unfortunate that the
President’s budget slashes job training
in 336 cities from $225 million to $45
million.

We have now experienced more than
13 consecutive months of industrial de-
cline, the longest such period since the
Great Depression. American con-
sumers, which have accounted for two-
thirds of our economic engine in recent
years, have been staggered by the cur-
rent crisis, and both the November and
December retail sales have been char-
acterized as dismal.

As usual, the most vulnerable are the
hardest hit. Unemployment of African
Americans and Hispanics have in-
creased at least 50 percent faster than
the national average. For African
American teens, the increase is 400 per-
cent faster. While the number of Afri-
can Americans in poverty began to de-
crease in the last years of the period of
economic expansion in the 1990s and
the wage gap decreased during those
recent years, the income gap has re-
mained substantial.

The persistent racial inequalities and
inequities are underlined by a recent
study by Edward N. Wolff. Wolff points
to the persistence of these inequalities
and notes that even if we could imme-
diately eliminate the racial income
gap, it could take another two genera-
tions for the wealth gap to close.

Unemployment rates for women who
are heads of household have soared.
200,000 single moms are scheduled to be
dropped from Federal assistance in
2003.

Also soaring is the homeless rates.
According to the Coalition for the
Homeless, a record number of people,
more than 29,000, were spending nights
in shelters in New York during Novem-
ber, up from 8,000 in October.

Meanwhile, the so-called safety net,
gutted by welfare reform, has begun to
reveal fearsome gaps. Even before the
downturn began, more than 100,000
families lost their income support be-
cause of time limits. In the first 3
years of TANF, 540,000 families had
benefits terminated for not complying
with program rules.

State reserves for income support
programs are drying up rapidly. Illinois
and Michigan are among states most at
risk.

Food stamps have traditionally been
one of the basic protections of the safe-

ty net. However, over the past few
years participation rates have fallen
sharply because of barriers to access.

One of the other basic fixtures of the
safety net has been unemployment in-
surance. Benefit levels now replace
only 33 percent of the coverage that av-
erage workers lost, down from 36 per-
cent in 1990. The percentage of unem-
ployed workers who actually get unem-
ployment benefits has also declined
over the past 40 years, peaking at 49
percent in 1975 and declining to a mere
37 percent in 2001.

We know that recessions are particu-
larly cruel to State budgets. Those who
have been following events in Illinois
know that Medicaid is high on the en-
dangered list. We need an economic
stimulus to jump-start our economy,
and we need it immediately.

While some talk about tax cuts
which will primarily benefit the
wealthiest 1 percent of taxpayers, and
do nothing for the bottom 75 percent,
let me suggest that any serious eco-
nomic stimulus package must consider
and be focused on the needs of the poor
and the most vulnerable among us.

The President’s fiscal year 2003 budg-
et calls for cutting job training and
employment funding by almost $700
million while unemployment is in-
creasing.

The President’s budget calls for re-
ducing community development sup-
port by 28 percent while poor commu-
nities and programs for child care and
social services are in crisis.

The President’s budget proposes to
cut home energy assistance by $300
million compared to fiscal year 2002.

The President’s budget cuts funding
for JAIBG, which helps States improve
facilities and services to incarcerated
youth by 13.8 percent.

The President’s budget makes the
first of 10 annual $780 million cuts to
our teaching hospitals; and, to add in-
sult to injury, then adds a 30 percent
cut to a program which funds medical
training at hospitals that specialize in
the care of children.

The President’s budget request re-
duces his own plan for prescription
drug benefits from the $48 billion he
proposed last year to $13.2 billion this
year.

The National Institute for Occupa-
tional Safety and Health would take a
$29 million hit, while the Occupational
Safety and Health Administration will
take a $9 million hit.

Public housing will face a $382 mil-
lion cut along with the $417 million cut
for public housing repairs and $268 mil-
lion from the Community Development
Block Grants.

b 2215
Now is the time for some hard think-

ing about priorities and about cutting
waste in government.

Here is what Vice Admiral Jack
Shanahan, United States Navy, retired,
former commander of the United
States Second Fleet and head of the
Military Advisory Committee of Busi-
ness Leaders for Sensible Priorities
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wrote about the President’s budget on
February 13. He said: ‘‘The decision to
ask Congress to increase the Pentagon
budget by $48 billion or more may
sound reasonable in light of America’s
ongoing war on terrorism, but the re-
ality is that the Pentagon budget
should actually be trimmed by 15 per-
cent.’’

Further quoting: ‘‘To be sure, our
military will require new tools to fight
modern adversaries. The Pentagon
needs more unmanned aircraft, better
communications and reconnaissance
technology, as well as more mobile
weaponry.

‘‘We need to spend more money on
military personnel and ideas, as we cre-
ate a force that is capable of a seamless
transition from humanitarian activi-
ties to peacekeeping to actual combat
and back again. This places a premium
on the individual soldier who gets the
job done with minimum loss of life on
both sides, with minimum property
damage and in the shortest possible
time.

‘‘But these new military expendi-
tures can easily be paid for with money
saved from eliminating outdated weap-
ons from the Pentagon budget, waste-
ful expenditures that President Bush
himself pledged to cut.

‘‘None of the weapons that the ad-
ministration reportedly wanted to
eliminate prior to September 11, like
the F–22 fighter jet, the Crusader artil-
lery system, and the Comanche heli-
copter, would have been of any signifi-
cant benefit to our troops in Afghani-
stan. Likewise, they will not be needed
by our military personnel in any fore-
seeable conflict with our most likely
adversaries.

‘‘But the money that could be saved
by cutting these Cold War weapons
could definitely be put to good use. The
administration is correct that America
needs to spend more on shoring up na-
tional security. But rather than add to
the Pentagon budget, President Bush
should trim it of Cold War fat and
apply the savings to our more expan-
sive and pressing security needs.’’

Madam Speaker, we must provide
protection for those at greatest risk of
economic hardship: low wage, entry
level and part-time workers, women,
minorities, the underprivileged, small
businesses, marginal communities and
those who have lost their jobs.

Specifically, what does this mean? I
believe it means raising the minimum
wage to a livable wage. Obviously,
there is never enough time to really
talk totally about the minimum wage
or the living wage movement. But suf-
fice it to say that the living-wage
movement has become one of the most
potent and effective tools for attacking
poverty.

Chicago and Cook County are just
two of the more than 70 local units of
government which have passed living-
wage ordinances. We now have exten-
sive research which shows that when
the lowest-paid workers receive addi-
tional income, they spend those dollars

to meet their family’s needs. This pro-
vides a boost to the local economy
which more than offsets the increased
salary costs.

Further research demonstrates that
businesses do not flee these commu-
nities because of modest increases in
wage costs, but are actually attracted
to communities with healthy econo-
mies. Extending unemployment and
medical benefits both with regards to
time and eligibility has become a cen-
tral feature of the current legislative
initiative in the Congress and offers
one of the fastest and most efficient
means of stimulating the economy.

Providing direct loans and grants to
small businesses affected by the Sep-
tember 11 terrorist attacks has become
a hot topic of discussion, especially
since the Congress passed the airline
bailout.

I believe that it makes a lot of sense
to look towards assisting small busi-
nesses which today generate the major-
ity of jobs in our Nation. Reauthor-
izing a TANF program, which not only
takes people off welfare, but takes peo-
ple out of poverty, is one of the largest
issues facing us this year.

The unfortunate fact is that welfare
reform has been successful. Unfortu-
nately, the problem is that it was
never intended to meet the needs of the
poor, but to shed public responsibility
for addressing poverty.

Welfare rolls have declined, but
many of those who have left TANF are
in worse economic condition than they
were before they left. The U.S. Con-
ference of Mayors reports that emer-
gency shelter requests in 27 cities have
increased 13 percent over the last year,
but the President’s budget cuts public
housing repairs $417 million. That is
14.7 percent.

Real welfare reform must address, at
a minimum, improving the safety net
for children while helping parents meet
work-related goals; empowering fami-
lies to find resources and tools and
make decisions needed to meet their
needs and goals as a family; ensuring
families with multiple barriers to em-
ployment and economic independence
receive necessary services, including
mental health and substance abuse
treatment; revising the time limits on
eligibility, as was emphasized by the
just-completed National Governors
Conference; redefining the goal of re-
form to reduce poverty, especially
child poverty, not just caseloads.

We will never eliminate poverty until
we recognize the need for a federally
funded daycare program for children of
all ages. Forty-nine States have child
care costs greater than tuition to pub-
lic colleges; yet quality day care is not
only a critical prerequisite for parental
employment, it is critical for healthy
child development.

Finally, and critical for our growth
as a Nation, is a system of national
health care, including prescription
drug coverage and the treatment of
mental illness on par with all other ill-
ness. America is abuzz these days with

response to the new Denzel Washington
movie ‘‘John Q’’ and how it relates to
people’s own experiences with paying
for health care in America.

No nation in the world has the health
care resources, the technology, the
trained health care professionals of
America. But our health care delivery
system is broken and our priorities, es-
pecially our lack of focus on preven-
tion, are sadly misplaced.

I hope that the result of the Novem-
ber election in Portland, Maine, will be
a bellwether of things to come in
health care. Portland voters passed a
referendum on universal health care,
despite the fact that opponents spent
hundreds of thousands of dollars more
than congressional candidates usually
spend in Maine trying to defeat the
measure. A single-payer, universal
health care system would be more effi-
cient, would cost less as a result of
eliminating mountains of paperwork,
would offer more choice and would pro-
vide coverage to every one of our peo-
ple.

Integral to my dream, my vision for
America, is an America where poverty
and all of the social, moral, mental and
physical ills associated with poverty
are eradicated forever.

Of course, a part of that poverty syn-
drome is the fact that our prisons are
filled to the hilt with individuals, 2
million of them. While we are only 5
percent of the world’s population, we
have 25 percent of the world’s prison
population.

The Justice Department has pre-
dicted that 630,000 of these individuals
are going to be released from prison
this year. About 30,000 of them will be
in my State, the State of Illinois. Un-
fortunately, we have not prepared for
them as they come back to neighbor-
hoods and communities. So a good part
of our attack on poverty has to be a se-
rious look at our correctional system
and a serious look at what it takes to
reform, to rehabilitate and to prepare
people for reentry into normal society
once they are released from correc-
tional facilities and institutions.

I introduced the week before last a
bill, the Public Safety Ex-Offender
Self-Sufficiency Act, that is designed
to provide structured living arrange-
ments for ex-offenders as they return
home, an arrangement that is not de-
signed to cost taxpayers a great deal of
money. We use a creative approach to
financing by creating a model like the
low-income-housing tax credit pro-
gram, where instead of credits on the
basis of population, that we provide
credits on the basis of the number of
ex-offenders in a State.

Private developers are encouraged to
develop housing. This bill calls for the
development of 100,000 units over the
next 5 years, the idea being that cor-
porations who do this will get the ben-
efit of their resource back within a 10-
year period. They must hold the facili-
ties at least for 15 years. Individuals
will then have a place to live, a place
to go, where they can also receive edu-
cation, job training, skill development,
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counseling for whatever their social or
physical-medical problems may be, as
well as health care and assistance with
job placement.

I believe, Madam Speaker, that if
America is to become the Nation that
it has the potential of being, then we
must seriously address the problems,
needs, hopes, and aspirations of all our
citizens, and even those who are mired
down at the bottom.

I believe in the theory and the con-
cept that a rising tide should lift all
boats; and I am confident that as we
lift and improve the lives of those at
the bottom, as we help the American
dream become more of a reality for all
of our citizens, then America becomes
that Nation that Langston Hughes
talked about when he suggested that
we ought to let America be America
again, the land that it has never been,
but yet must be.

In all of our greatness, we have not
realized the fulfillment of our poten-
tial. It is my hope that as we deal with
the issues of poverty and the issues of
those who are the most needy among
us, we will lift America to heights that
it has never seen.

f

LEAVE OF ABSENCE

By unanimous consent, leave of ab-
sence was granted to:

Mr. BALDACCI (at the request of Mr.
GEPHARDT) for today and the balance of
the week on account of a death in the
family.

Mr. REYES (at the request of Mr. GEP-
HARDT) for today on account of per-
sonal business.

Mr. RUSH (at the request of Mr. GEP-
HARDT) for today on account of per-
sonal reasons.

Ms. WATERS (at the request of Mr.
GEPHARDT) for today on account of offi-
cial business in the district.

f

SPECIAL ORDERS GRANTED

By unanimous consent, permission to
address the House, following the legis-
lative program and any special orders
heretofore entered, was granted to:

(The following Members (at the re-
quest of Mr. MCNULTY) to revise and
extend their remarks and include ex-
traneous material:)

Mr. MILLER of California, for 5 min-
utes, today.

Ms. NORTON, for 5 minutes, today.
Mr. LIPINSKI, for 5 minutes, today.
Mr. FILNER, for 5 minutes, today.
Mr. PALLONE, for 5 minutes, today.
(The following Members (at the re-

quest of Mr. MCINNIS) to revise and ex-
tend their remarks and include extra-
neous material:)

Mr. GANSKE, for 5 minutes, February
27 and March 1.

Mr. PAUL, for 5 minutes, today.
Mr. JONES of North Carolina, for 5

minutes, February 27.
Mr. WELDON of Pennsylvania, for 5

minutes, today.

SENATE BILL AND JOINT
RESOLUTION REFERRED

A bill and a joint resolution of the
Senate of the following titles were
taken from the Speaker’s table and,
under the rule, referred as follows:

S. 980. An act to provide for the improve-
ment of the safety of child restraints in pas-
senger motor vehicles, and for other pur-
poses; to the Committee on Energy and Com-
merce; in addition to the Committee on
Transportation and Infrastructure for a pe-
riod to be subsequently determined by the
Speaker, in each case for consideration of
such provisions as fall within the jurisdic-
tion of the committee concerned.

S.J. Res. 32. Joint resolution congratu-
lating the United States Military Academy
at West Point on its bicentennial anniver-
sary, and commending its outstanding con-
tributions to the Nation; to the Committee
on Armed Services.

f

ADJOURNMENT

Mr. DAVIS of Illinois. Madam Speak-
er, I move that the House do now ad-
journ.

The motion was agreed to; accord-
ingly (at 10 o’clock and 28 minutes
p.m.), the House adjourned until to-
morrow, Wednesday, February 27, 2002,
at 10 a.m.

f

EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS,
ETC.

Under clause 8 of rule XII, executive
communications were taken from the
Speaker’s table and referred as follows:

5547. A letter from the Acting Executive
Director, Commodity Futures Trading Com-
mission, transmitting the Commission’s
final rule—Rules Relating to Intermediaries
of Commodity Interest Transactions (RIN:
3038–AB56) received February 12, 2002, pursu-
ant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee
on Agriculture.

5548. A letter from the Acting Executive
Director, Commodity Futures Trading Com-
mission, transmitting the Commission’s
final rule—Listing Standards and Conditions
for Trading Security Futures Products (RIN:
3038–AB87) received February 12, 2002, pursu-
ant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee
on Agriculture.

5549. A letter from the Principal Deputy
Associate Administrator, Environmental
Protection Agency, transmitting the Agen-
cy’s final rule—Sulfuryl Floride; Temporary
Pesticide Tolerances [OPP–301166A; FRL–
6823–4] (RIN: 2070–AC18) received February 5,
2002, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the
Committee on Agriculture.

5550. A letter from the Principal Deputy
Associate Administrator, Environmental
Protection Agency, transmitting the Agen-
cy’s final rule—Bentazon; Pesticide Toler-
ance [OPP–301215; FRL–6820–9] (RIN: 2070–
AB78) received February 05, 2002, pursuant to
5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on
Agriculture.

5551. A letter from the Under Secretary,
Comptroller, Department of Defense, trans-
mitting a report of a violation of the
Antideficiency Act which occurred in the De-
partment of the Air Force, pursuant to 31
U.S.C. 1351; to the Committee on Appropria-
tions.

5552. A letter from the Deputy Secretary,
Department of Defense, transmitting notifi-
cation of the transport of a chemical warfare
agent, pursuant to 50 U.S.C. 1512(4); to the
Committee on Armed Services.

5553. A letter from the Secretary of the Air
Force, Department of Defense, transmitting
notification that certain major defense ac-
quisition programs have breached the unit
cost by more than 15 percent, pursuant to 10
U.S.C. 2433(e)(1); to the Committee on Armed
Services.

5554. A letter from the Secretary of the
Navy, Department of Defense, transmitting
notification of the decision to convert to
contractor performance by the private sector
the Transportation function at NADEP Cher-
ry Point, NC, which was found to be the most
cost-effective, pursuant to 10 U.S.C. 2461; to
the Committee on Armed Services.

5555. A letter from the Secretary of the
Army, Department of Defense, transmitting
a report on assistance provided by the De-
partment of Defense (DoD) to civilian sport-
ing events in support of essential security
and safety; to the Committee on Armed
Services.

5556. A letter from the Chairman, National
Credit Union Administration, transmitting
the Administration’s report of activities for
calendar year 2001; to the Committee on Fi-
nancial Services.

5557. A letter from the Assistant to the
Board, Federal Reserve Board, transmitting
the Board’s final rule—Home Mortgage Dis-
closure [Regulation C; Docket No. R–1001] re-
ceived February 19, 2002, pursuant to 5 U.S.C.
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Financial
Services.

5558. A communication from the President
of the United States, transmitting notifica-
tion that the Yucca Mountain site has met
recommended approval for the development
of a repository for the geological disposal of
spent nuclear fuel and high level nuclear
waste from the Nation’s defense activities,
pursuant to 42 U.S.C. 10134 nt.; to the Com-
mittee on Energy and Commerce.

5559. A letter from the Secretary, Depart-
ment of Health and Human Services, trans-
mitting the Department’s Report to Con-
gress Regarding Number of Chimpanzees and
Funding for Care of Chimpanzees, as required
by Public Law 106–551; to the Committee on
Energy and Commerce.

5560. A letter from the Principal Deputy
Associate Administrator, Environmental
Protection Agency, transmitting the Agen-
cy’s final rule—Revisions to the California
State Implementation Plan, Imperial County
Air Pollution Control District [CA 242–0316;
FRL–7134–1] received January 31, 2002, pursu-
ant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee
on Energy and Commerce.

5561. A letter from the Principal Deputy
Associate Administrator, Environmental
Protection Agency, transmitting the Agen-
cy’s final rule—Clean Air Act Full Approval
of Operating Permit Program; State of New
York [NY002; FRL–7137–7] received January
31, 2002, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to
the Committee on Energy and Commerce.

5562. A letter from the Principal Deputy
Associate Administrator, Environmental
Protection Agency, transmitting the Agen-
cy’s final rule—Clean Air Act Approval and
Promulgation of State Implementation Plan;
Wyoming; Revisions to Air Pollution Regula-
tions [WY001–0007a, WY–001–0008a, WY–001–
0009a; FRL–7130–3] received January 31, 2002,
pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Com-
mittee on Energy and Commerce.

5563. A letter from the Principal Deputy
Associate Administrator, Environmental
Protection Agency, transmitting the Agen-
cy’s final rule—Protection of Stratospheric
Ozone: Allocation of Essential-use Allow-
ances for Calendar Year 2002; and Extension
of the De Minimis Exemption for Essential
Laboratory and Analytical Uses through Cal-
endar Year 2005 [FRL–7140–5] (RIN: 2060–
AJ81) received February 5, 2002, pursuant to
5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on
Energy and Commerce.
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5564. A letter from the Principal Deputy

Associate Administrator, Environmental
Protection Agency, transmitting the Agen-
cy’s final rule—Approval and Promulgation
of Air Quality Implementation Plans; Ken-
tucky; Revisions to the 1-Hour Ozone Main-
tenance State Implementation Plan for the
Paducah Area, Kentucky; Correction [KY–
200214; FRL–7138–5] received February 5, 2002,
pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Com-
mittee on Energy and Commerce.

5565. A letter from the Director, Defense
Security Cooperation Agency, transmitting
notification concerning the Department of
the Navy’s proposed Letter(s) of Offer and
Acceptance (LOA) to the United Kingdom for
defense articles and services (Transmittal
No. 02–12), pursuant to 22 U.S.C. 2776(b); to
the Committee on International Relations.

5566. A letter from the Assistant Secretary
for Legislative Affairs, Department of State,
transmitting certification of a proposed li-
cense for the export of defense articles or de-
fense services sold commercially under a
contract to India [Transmittal No. DTC 167–
01], pursuant to 22 U.S.C. 2776(c); to the Com-
mittee on International Relations.

5567. A letter from the Assistant Secretary
for Legislative Affairs, Department of State,
transmitting certification of a proposed li-
cense for the export of defense articles or de-
fense services sold commercially under a
contract to India [Transmittal No. DTC 162–
01], pursuant to 22 U.S.C. 2776(c); to the Com-
mittee on International Relations.

5568. A letter from the Assistant Secretary
for Legislative Affairs, Department of State,
transmitting certification of a proposed li-
cense for the export of defense articles or de-
fense services sold commercially under a
contract to India [Transmittal No. DTC 164–
01], pursuant to 22 U.S.C. 2776(c); to the Com-
mittee on International Relations.

5569. A letter from the Assistant Secretary
for Legislative Affairs, Department of State,
transmitting certification of a proposed li-
cense for the export of defense articles or de-
fense services sold commercially under a
contract to India [Transmittal No. DTC 161–
01], pursuant to 22 U.S.C. 2776(c); to the Com-
mittee on International Relations.

5570. A letter from the Assistant Secretary
for Legislative Affairs, Department of State,
transmitting certification of a proposed
Manufacturing License Agreement with the
United Kingdom [Transmittal No. DTC 123–
01], pursuant to 22 U.S.C. 2776(d); to the Com-
mittee on International Relations.

5571. A letter from the Assistant Secretary
for Legislative Affairs, Department of State,
transmitting certification of a proposed li-
cense for the export of defense articles or de-
fense services sold commercially under a
contract to the United Kingdom [Trans-
mittal No. DTC 128–01], pursuant to 22 U.S.C.
2776(c); to the Committee on International
Relations.

5572. A letter from the Director, Office of
Personnel Policy, Department of the Inte-
rior, transmitting a report pursuant to the
Federal Vacancies Reform Act of 1998; to the
Committee on Government Reform.

5573. A letter from the Director, Office of
Personnel Policy, Department of the Inte-
rior, transmitting a report pursuant to the
Federal Vacancies Reform Act of 1998; to the
Committee on Government Reform.

5574. A letter from the Director, Office of
Personnel Policy, Department of the Inte-
rior, transmitting a report pursuant to the
Federal Vacancies Reform Act of 1998; to the
Committee on Government Reform.

5575. A letter from the Director, Office of
Personnel Policy, Department of the Inte-
rior, transmitting a report pursuant to the
Federal Vacancies Reform Act of 1998; to the
Committee on Government Reform.

5576. A letter from the Director, Office of
Personnel Policy, Department of the Inte-

rior, transmitting a report pursuant to the
Federal Vacancies Reform Act of 1998; to the
Committee on Government Reform.

5577. A letter from the Director, Office of
Personnel Policy, Department of the Inte-
rior, transmitting a report pursuant to the
Federal Vacancies Reform Act of 1998; to the
Committee on Government Reform.

5578. A letter from the Director, Office of
Personnel Policy, Department of the Inte-
rior, transmitting a report pursuant to the
Federal Vacancies Reform Act of 1998; to the
Committee on Government Reform.

5579. A letter from the Assistant Director
for Executive and Political Personnel, De-
partment of Defense, transmitting a report
pursuant to the Federal Vacancies Reform
Act of 1998; to the Committee on Govern-
ment Reform.

5580. A letter from the Assistant Director
for Executive and Political Personnel, De-
partment of Defense, transmitting a report
pursuant to the Federal Vacancies Reform
Act of 1998; to the Committee on Govern-
ment Reform.

5581. A letter from the Assistant Director
for Executive and Political Personnel, De-
partment of Defense, transmitting a report
pursuant to the Federal Vacancies Reform
Act of 1998; to the Committee on Govern-
ment Reform.

5582. A letter from the Acting Assistant
Administrator, Environmental Protection
Agency, transmitting a report pursuant to
the Federal Vacancies Reform Act of 1998; to
the Committee on Government Reform.

5583. A letter from the Comptroller Gen-
eral, General Accounting Office, transmit-
ting the report on General Accounting Office
employees detailed to congressional commit-
tees as of January 25, 2002; to the Committee
on Government Reform.

5584. A letter from the Acting General
Counsel and Designated Reporting Official,
Office of National Drug Control Policy,
transmitting a report pursuant to the Fed-
eral Vacancies Reform Act of 1998; to the
Committee on Government Reform.

5585. A letter from the Secretary, Federal
Trade Commission, transmitting the Com-
mission’s final rule—Revised Jurisdiction
Thresholds for Section 8 of the Clayton Act—
received February 5, 2002, pursuant to 5
U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on the
Judiciary.

5586. A letter from the Chief, Regulations
and Administrative Law, USCG, Department
of Transportation, transmitting the Depart-
ment’s final rule—Security Zone; San Diego
Bay [CGD11–01–010] (RIN: 2115–AA97) received
February 11, 2002, pursuant to 5 U.S.C.
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Transpor-
tation and Infrastructure.

5587. A letter from the Chief, Regulations
and Administrative Law, USCG, Department
of Transportation, transmitting the Depart-
ment’s final rule—Security Zone; Naval Sup-
ply Center Pier, San Diego Bay, CA [CGD11–
01–008] (RIN 2115–AA97) received February 11,
2002, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the
Committee on Transportation and Infra-
structure.

5588. A letter from the Chief, Regulations
and Administrative Law, USCG, Department
of Transportation, transmitting the Depart-
ment’s final rule—Security Zone; Naval Am-
phibious Base, San Diego Bay, CA [CGD11–
01–011] (RIN 2115–AA97) received February 11,
2002, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the
Committee on Transportation and Infra-
structure.

5589. A letter from the Chief, Regulations
and Administrative Law, USCG, Department
of Transportation, transmitting the Depart-
ment’s final rule—Security Zones; Ports of
Charleston and Georgetown, SC [COTP
Charleston-01–128] (RIN 2115–AA97) received
February 11, 2002, pursuant to 5 U.S.C.

801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Transpor-
tation and Infrastructure.

5590. A letter from the Chief, Regulations
and Administrative Law, USCG, Department
of Transportation, transmitting the Depart-
ment’s final rule—Security Zones; St. Thom-
as, U.S. Virgin Islands [CGD07–01–136] (RIN
2115–AA97) received February 11, 2002, pursu-
ant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee
on Transportation and Infrastructure.

5591. A letter from the Chief, Regulations
and Administrative Law, USCG, Department
of Transportation, transmitting the Depart-
ment’s final rule—Security Zones; St Croix,
U.S. Virgin Islands [CGD07–02–002] (RIN 2115–
AA97) received February 11, 2002, pursuant to
5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on
Transportation and Infrastructure.

5592. A letter from the Chief, Regulations
and Administrative Law, USCG, Department
of Transportation, transmitting the Depart-
ment’s final rule—Security Zones; Oahu,
Maui, Hawaii, and Kauai, HI [COTP Honolulu
01–008] (RIN 2115–AA97 and 2115–AA98) re-
ceived February 11, 2002, pursuant to 5 U.S.C.
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Transpor-
tation and Infrastructure.

5593. A letter from the Program Analyst,
FAA, Department of Transportation, trans-
mitting the Department’s final rule—Air-
worthiness Directives; Boeing Model 747–100,
747–200, 747–300, and 747SR Series Airplanes
Powered by General Electric CF6–45/50 or
Pratt & Whitney JT9D–70 Series Engines
[Docket No. 2001–NM–124–AD; Amendment
39–12578; AD 2001–26–12] (RIN 2120–AA64) re-
ceived February 11, 2002, pursuant to 5 U.S.C.
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Transpor-
tation and Infrastructure.

5594. A letter from the Program Analyst,
FAA, Department of Transportation, trans-
mitting the Department’s final rule—Air-
worthiness Directives; McDonnell Douglas
Model DC–9–10, –20, –30, –40, and –50 Series
Airplanes; and C–9 Airplanes [Docket No. 99–
NM–290–AD; Amendment 39–12590; AD 2001–
26–24] (RIN 2120–AA64) received February 11,
2002, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the
Committee on Transportation and Infra-
structure.

5595. A letter from the Program Analyst,
FAA, Department of Transportation, trans-
mitting the Department’s final rule—Air-
worthiness Directives; Bombardier Model
DHC–8–100, –200, and –300 Series Airplanes
[Docket No. 2001–NM–241–AD; Amendment
39–12589; AD 2001–26–23] (RIN 2120–AA64) re-
ceived February 11, 2002, pursuant to 5 U.S.C.
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Transpor-
tation and Infrastructure.

5596. A letter from the Program Analyst,
FAA, Department of Transportation, trans-
mitting the Department’s final rule—Air-
worthiness Directives; BAE Systems (Oper-
ations) Limited Model Avro 146–RJ Series
Airplanes [Docket No. 2001–NM–90–AD;
Amendment 39–12588; AD 2001–26–22] (RIN
2120–AA64) received February 11, 2002, pursu-
ant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee
on Transportation and Infrastructure.

5597. A letter from the Program Analyst,
FAA, Department of Transportation, trans-
mitting the Department’s final rule—Air-
worthiness Directives; Airbus Model A319,
A320, and A321 Series Airplanes [Docket No.
2001–NM–255–AD; Amendment 39–12587; AD
2001–26–21] (RIN 2120–AA64) received Feb-
ruary 11, 2002, pursuant to 5 U.S.C.
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Transpor-
tation and Infrastructure.

5598. A letter from the Program Analyst,
FAA, Department of Transportation, trans-
mitting the Department’s final rule—Air-
worthiness Directives; Airbus Model A319,
A320, and A321 Series Airplanes [Docket No.
2001–NM–132–AD; Amendment 39–12586; AD
2001–26–20] (RIN 2120–AA64) received Feb-
ruary 11, 2002, pursuant to 5 U.S.C.
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801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Transpor-
tation and Infrastructure.

5599. A letter from the Program Analyst,
FAA, Department of Transportation, trans-
mitting the Department’s final rule—Air-
worthiness Directives; Israel Aircraft Indus-
tries, Ltd., Model Galaxy Airplanes [Docket
No. 2001–NM–388–AD; Amendment 39–12599;
AD 2002–01–08] (RIN 2120–AA64) received Feb-
ruary 11, 2002, pursuant to 5 U.S.C.
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Transpor-
tation and Infrastructure.

5600. A letter from the Chief, Regulations
and Administrative Law, USCG, Department
of Transportation, transmitting the Depart-
ment’s final rule—Alternate Compliance
Program; Incorporation of Offshore Supply
Vessels [USCG–2001–10164] (RIN: 2115–AG17)
received February 5, 2002, pursuant to 5
U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on
Transportation and Infrastructure.

5601. A letter from the Program Analyst,
FAA, Department of Transportation, trans-
mitting the Department’s final rule—Air-
worthiness Directives; Grob-Werke Gmbh &
Co KG Models G102 Club Astir III, G102 Club
Astir IIIb, and G102 Standard Astir III Sail-
planes [Docket No. 2001–CE–48–AD; Amend-
ment 39–12591; AD 2001–26–25] (RIN: 2120–
AA64) received February 11, 2002, pursuant to
5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on
Transportation and Infrastructure.

5602. A letter from the Program Analyst,
FAA, Department of Transportation, trans-
mitting the Department’s final rule—Air-
worthiness Directives; Dornier Model 328–300
Series Airplanes [Docket No. 2001–NM–174–
AD; Amendment 39–12584; AD 2001–26–18] (RIN
2120–AA64) received February 11, 2002, pursu-
ant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee
on Transportation and Infrastructure.

5603. A letter from the Program Analyst,
FAA, Department of Transportation, trans-
mitting the Department’s final rule—Air-
worthiness Directives; Airbus Model A330 Se-
ries Airplanes [Docket No. 2001–NM–28–AD;
Amendment 39–12583; AD 2001–26–17] (RIN:
2120–AA64) received February 11, 2002, pursu-
ant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee
on Transportation and Infrastructure.

5604. A letter from the Program Analyst,
FAA, Department of Transportation, trans-
mitting the Department’s final rule—Air-
worthiness Directives; Eurocopter France
Model AS332L2 Helicopters [Docket No. 2001–
SW–11–AD; Amendment 39–12597; AD 2002–01–
06] (RIN: 2120–AA64) received February 11,
2002, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the
Committee on Transportation and Infra-
structure.

5605. A letter from the Program Analyst,
FAA, Department of Transportation, trans-
mitting the Department’s final rule—Air-
worthiness Directives; Dornier Model 328 Se-
ries Airplanes Equipped with Honeywell GP–
300 Guidance and Display Controller [Docket
No. 97–NM–187–AD; Amendment 39–12580; AD
2001–26–14] (RIN: 2120–AA64) received Feb-
ruary 11, 2002, pursuant to 5 U.S.C.
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Transpor-
tation and Infrastructure.

5606. A letter from the Program Analyst,
FAA, Department of Transportation, trans-
mitting the Department’s final rule—Air-
worthiness Directives; Eurocopter France
Model AS350B, B1, B2, B3, BA, D, and AS355E
Helicopters [Docket No. 2001–SW–70–AD;
Amendment 39–12605; AD 2001–26–53] (RIN:
2120–AA64) received February 11, 2002, pursu-
ant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee
on Transportation and Infrastructure.

5607. A letter from the Program Analyst,
FAA, Department of Transportation, trans-
mitting the Department’s final rule—Air-
worthiness Directives; Eurocopter Deutsch-
land GmbH Model EC135 Helicopters [Docket
No. 2001–SW–64–AD; Amendment 39–12604; AD
2001–26–52] (RIN: 2120–AA64) received Feb-

ruary 11, 2002, pursuant to 5 U.S.C.
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Transpor-
tation and Infrastructure.

5608. A letter from the Program Analyst,
FAA, Department of Transportation, trans-
mitting the Department’s final rule—Revi-
sion of Class E Airspace, Springhill, LA [Air-
space Docket No. 2001–ASW–14] received Feb-
ruary 8, 2002, pursuant to 5 U.S.C.
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Transpor-
tation and Infrastructure.

5609. A letter from the Program Analyst,
FAA, Department of Transportation, trans-
mitting the Department’s final rule—Air-
worthiness Directives; Boeing Model 757 Se-
ries Airplanes [Docket No. 2000–NM–405–AD;
Amendment 39–12513; AD 2001–23–14] (RIN:
2120–AA64) received February 11, 2002, pursu-
ant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee
on Transportation and Infrastructure.

5610. A letter from the Program Analyst,
FAA, Department of Transportation, trans-
mitting the Department’s final rule—Air-
worthiness Directives; McDonnell Douglas
Model DC–9–81, –82, –83, and –87 Series Air-
planes, and Model MD–88 Airplanes [Docket
No. 2000–NM–161–AD; Amendment 39–12581;
AD 2001–26–15] (RIN: 2120–AA64) received Feb-
ruary 8, 2002, pursuant to 5 U.S.C.
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Transpor-
tation and Infrastructure.

5611. A letter from the Program Analyst,
FAA, Department of Transportation, trans-
mitting the Department’s final rule—Air-
worthiness Directives; McDonnell Douglas
DC–9–81, –82, –83, and –87 Series Airplanes,
and Model MD–88 Airplanes [Docket No. 2000–
NM–162–AD; Amendment 39–12582; AD 2001–
26–16] (RIN: 2120–AA64) received February 8,
2002, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the
Committee on Transportation and Infra-
structure.

5612. A letter from the Program Analyst,
FAA, Department of Transportation, trans-
mitting the Department’s final rule—Air-
worthiness Directives; Rolls-Royce Corpora-
tion (formerly Allison Engine Company) AE
3007 Series Turbofan Engines [Docket No. 99–
NE–46–AD; Amendment 39–12558; AD 2001–25–
05] (RIN: 2120–AA64) received February 8,
2002, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the
Committee on Transportation and Infra-
structure.

5613. A letter from the Program Analyst,
FAA, Department of Transportation, trans-
mitting the Department’s final rule—Air-
worthiness Directives; Sikorsky Aircraft
Corporation Model S–76B and S–76C Heli-
copters [Docket No. 2001–SW–51–AD; Amend-
ment 39–12559; AD 2001–25–06] (RIN: 2120–
AA64) received February 8, 2002, pursuant to
5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on
Transportation and Infrastructure.

5614. A letter from the Program Analyst,
FAA, Department of Transportation, trans-
mitting the Department’s final rule—Air-
worthiness Directives; McDonnell Douglas
Model DC–8–70 Series Airplanes [Docket No.
2001–NM–222–AD; Amendment 39–12551; AD
2001–24–34] (RIN: 2120–AA64) received Feb-
ruary 8, 2002, pursuant to 5 U.S.C.
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Transpor-
tation and Infrastructure.

5615. A letter from the Program Analyst,
FAA, Department of Transportation, trans-
mitting the Department’s final rule—Air-
worthiness Directives; Boeing Model 737–100,
–200, and –200C Series Airplanes [Docket No.
2001–NM–221–AD; Amendment 39–12550; AD
2001–24–33] (RIN: 2120–AA64) received Feb-
ruary 8, 2002, pursuant to 5 U.S.C.
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Transpor-
tation and Infrastructure.

5616. A letter from the Program Analyst,
FAA, Department of Transportation, trans-
mitting the Department’s final rule—Air-
worthiness Directives; Boeing Model 747–100,
747–200B, 747–200C, 747–200F, 747SP, and 747SR

Series Airplanes [Docket No. 2001–NM–220–
AD; Amendment 39–12549; AD 2001–24–32]
(RIN: 2120–AA64) received February 8, 2002,
pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Com-
mittee on Transportation and Infrastruc-
ture.

5617. A letter from the Program Analyst,
FAA, Department of Transportation, trans-
mitting the Department’s final rule—Air-
worthiness Directives: Boeing Model 747 Se-
ries Airplanes [Docket No. 2001–NM–219–AD;
Amendment 39–12548; AD 2001–24–31] (RIN:
2120–AA64) received February 8, 2002, pursu-
ant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee
on Transportation and Infrastructure.

5618. A letter from the Program Analyst,
FAA, Department of Transportation, trans-
mitting the Department’s final rule—Air-
worthiness Directives; Boeing Model 747–200C
and –200F Series Airplanes [Docket No. 2001–
NM–218–AD; Amendment 39–12547; AD 2001–
24–30] (RIN: 2120–AA64) received February 8,
2002, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the
Committee on Transportation and Infra-
structure.

5619. A letter from the Program Analyst,
FAA, Department of Transportation, trans-
mitting the Department’s final rule—Air-
worthiness Directives; Boeing Model 747 Se-
ries Airplanes [Docket No. 2001–NM–217–AD;
Amendment 39–12546; AD 2001–24–29] (RIN:
2120–AA64) received February 8, 2002, pursu-
ant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee
on Transportation and Infrastructure.

5620. A letter from the Program Analyst,
FAA, Department of Transportation, trans-
mitting the Department’s final rule—Air-
worthiness Directives; McDonnell Douglas
Model DC–10–10, –10F, –15, –30, –30F (KC–10A
and KDC–10), –40, and –40F Series Airplanes
[Docket No. 2001–NM–98–AD; Amendment 39–
12540; AD 2001–24–23] (RIN: 2120–AA64) re-
ceived February 8,2002, pursuant to 5 U.S.C.
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Transpor-
tation and Infrastructure.

5621. A letter from the Program Analyst,
FAA, Department of Transportation, trans-
mitting the Department’s final rule—Air-
worthiness Directives; GE Aircraft Engines
CT7 Series Turboprop Engines [Docket No.
2000–NE–61–AD; Amendment 39–12594; AD
2002–01–03] (RIN: 2120–AA64) received Feb-
ruary 19, 2002, pursuant to 5 U.S.C.
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Transpor-
tation and Infrastructure.

5622. A letter from the Program Analyst,
FAA, Department of Transportation, trans-
mitting the Department’s final rule—Air-
worthiness Directives; Pilatus Aircraft Ltd.
Model PC–7 Airplanes [Docket No. 2001–CE–
30–AD; Amendment 39–12579; AD 2001–26–13]
(RIN: 2120–AA64) received February 19, 2002,
pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Com-
mittee on Transportation and Infrastruc-
ture.

5623. A letter from the Program Analyst,
FAA, Department of Transportation, trans-
mitting the Department’s final rule—Stand-
ard Instrument Approach Procedures; Mis-
cellaneous Amendments [Docket No. 30291;
Amdt. No. 2089] received February 19, 2002,
pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Com-
mittee on Transportation and Infrastruc-
ture.

5624. A letter from the Program Analyst,
FAA, Department of Transportation, trans-
mitting the Department’s final rule—IFR Al-
titudes; Miscellaneous Amendments [Docket
No. 30289; Amdt. No. 433] received February
19, 2002, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to
the Committee on Transportation and Infra-
structure.

5625. A letter from the ProgramAnalyst,
FAA, Department of Transportation, trans-
mitting the Department’s final rule—Air-
worthiness Directives; British Aerospace
Model HP.137 Jetstream Mk.1, Jetstream Se-
ries 200, Jetstream Series 3101, and Jet-
stream Model 3201 Airplanes [Docket No.
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2001–CE–34–AD; Amendment 39–12596; AD
2002–01–05] (RIN: 2120–AA64) received Feb-
ruary 19, 2002, pursuant to 5 U.S.C.
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Transpor-
tation and Infrastructure.

5626. A letter from the Program Analyst,
FAA, Department of Transportation, trans-
mitting the Department’s final rule—Air-
worthiness Directives; Honeywell Inter-
national Inc. (formerly AlliedSignal Inc. and
Garrett Turbine Engine Company) TPE331–8,
–10N, and –12B Turboprop Engines [Docket
No. 2000–NE–39–AD; Amendment 39–12472; AD
2001–21–02] (RIN: 2120–AA64) received Feb-
ruary 4, 2002, pursuant to 5 U.S.C.
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Transpor-
tation and Infrastructure.

5627. A letter from the Program Analyst,
FAA, Department of Transportation, trans-
mitting the Department’s final rule—Air-
worthiness Directives; Sikorsky Model S–70A
and S–70C Helicopters [Docket No. 2001–SW–
18–AD; Amendment 39–12561; AD 2001–25–08]
(RIN: 2120–AA64) received February 4, 2002,
pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Com-
mittee on Transportation and Infrastruc-
ture.

5628. A letter from the Program Analyst,
FAA, Department of Transportation, trans-
mitting the Department’s final rule—Air-
worthiness Directives; Dornier Luftfahrt
GMbH Models 228–100, 228–101, 228–200, 228–201,
228–202, and 228–212 Airplanes [Docket No.
2001–CE–19–AD; Amendment 39–12471; AD
2001–21–01] (RIN: 2120–AA64) received Feb-
ruary 4, 2002, pursuant to 5 U.S.C.
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Transpor-
tation and Infrastructure.

5629. A letter from the Program Analyst,
FAA, Department of Transportation, trans-
mitting the Department’s final rule—Air-
worthiness Directives; Reims Aviation S.A.
Model F406 Airplanes; Correction [Docket
No. 99–CE–28–AD; Amendment 39–12504; AD
2001–23–07] (RIN: 2120–AA64) received Feb-
ruary 4, 2002, pursuant to 5 U.S.C.
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Transpor-
tation and Infrastructure.

5630. A letter from the Program Analyst,
FAA, Department of Transportation, trans-
mitting the Department’s final rule—Air-
worthiness Directives; Honeywell Inter-
national Inc. Models LTS101–600A–2 and
LTS–600A–3 Turboshaft Engines; and
LTP101–600A–1A and LTP101–700A–1A Turbo-
prop Engines [Docket No. 99–NE–17–AD;
Amendment 39–12557; AD 2001–25–04] (RIN:
2120–AA64) received February 4, 2002, pursu-
ant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee
on Transportation and Infrastructure.

5631. A letter from the Program Analyst,
FAA, Department of Transportation, trans-
mitting the Department’s final rule—Air-
worthiness Directives; McDonnell Douglas
Model DC–9–10, –20, –30, –40, and –50 Series
Airplanes; C–9 Airplanes; and Model DC–9–81,
–82, –83, and –87 Series Airplanes [Docket No.
99–NM–291–AD; Amendment 39–12531; AD
2001–24–14] (RIN: 2120–AA64) received Feb-
ruary 4, 2002, pursuant to 5 U.S.C.
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Transpor-
tation and Infrastructure.

5632. A letter from the Program Analyst,
FAA, Department of Transportation, trans-
mitting the Department’s final rule—Air-
worthiness Directives; McDonnell Douglas
Model DC–9–10, –20, –30, –40, and –50 Series
Airplanes and C–9 Airplanes [Docket No. 99–
NM–294–AD; Amendment 39–12533; AD 2001–
24–16] (RIN: 2120–AA64) received February 4,
2002, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the
Committee on Transportation and Infra-
structure.

5633. A letter from the Program Analyst,
FAA, Department of Transportation, trans-
mitting the Department’s final rule—Air-
worthiness Directives; McDonnell Douglas
Model DC–9–10, –20, –30, –40, and –50 Series

Airplanes; Model DC–9–81, –82, –83, and –87
Series Airplanes; Model MD–88 Airplanes;
and C–9 Airplanes [Docket No. 2001–NM–206–
AD; Amendment 39–12544; AD 2001–24–27]
(RIN: 2120–AA64) received February 4, 2002,
pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Com-
mittee on Transportation and Infrastruc-
ture.

5634. A letter from the Program Analyst,
FAA, Department of Transportation, trans-
mitting the Department’s final rule—Air-
worthiness Directives; McDonnell Douglas
Model DC–9–10, –20, –30, –40, and –50 Series
Airplanes; C–9 Airplanes; Model DC–9–81, –82,
–83, and –87 Series Airplanes; and Model MD–
88 Airplanes [Docket No. 99–NM–297–AD;
Amendment 39–12536; AD 2001–24–19] (RIN:
2120–AA64) received February 4, 2002, pursu-
ant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee
on Transportation and Infrastructure.

5635. A letter from the Program Analyst,
FAA, Department of Transportation, trans-
mitting the Department’s final rule—Air-
worthiness Directives; McDonnell Douglas
Model DC–9–10, –20, –30, and –40 Series Air-
planes [Docket No. 99–NM–288–AD; Amend-
ment 39–12530; AD 2001–24–13] (RIN: 2120–
AA64) received February 4, 2002, pursuant to
5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on
Transportation and Infrastructure.

5636. A letter from the Program Analyst,
FAA, Department of Transportation, trans-
mitting the Department’s final rule—Air-
worthiness Directives; McDonnell Douglas
Model DC–9–10, –30, and –40 Series Airplanes
and C–9 Airplanes [Docket No. 99–NM–292–
AD; Amendment 39–12532; AD 2001–24–15]
(RIN: 2120–AA64) received February 4, 2002,
pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Com-
mittee on Transportation and Infrastruc-
ture.

5637. A letter from the Program Analyst,
FAA, Department of Transportation, trans-
mitting the Department’s final rule—Air-
worthiness Directives; McDonnell Douglas
Model DC–9–10, –30, and –40, Series Airplanes
and C–9 Airplanes [Docket No. 99–NM–296–
AD; Amendment 39–12535; AD 2001–24–18]
(RIN: 2120–AA64) received February 4, 2002,
pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Com-
mittee on Transportation and Infrastruc-
ture.

5638. A letter from the Program Analyst,
FAA, Department of Transportation, trans-
mitting the Department’s final rule—Air-
worthiness Directives; McDonnell Douglas
Model DC–9–10, –20, –30, and –40 Series Air-
planes and C–9 Airplanes [Docket No. 2001–
NM–104–AD; Amendment 39–12542; AD 2001–
24–25] (RIN: 2120–AA64) received February 4,
2002, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the
Committee on Transportation and Infra-
structure.

5639. A letter from the Program Analyst,
FAA, Department of Transportation, trans-
mitting the Department’s final rule—Air-
worthiness Directives; McDonnell Douglas
Model DC–10–10, –15, –30, –30F (KC–10A and
KDC–10 Military), and –40 Series Airplanes;
and Model MD–10–10F Series Airplanes
[Docket No. 2001–NM–95–AD; Amendment 39–
12537; AD 2001–24–20] (RIN: 2120–AA64) re-
ceived February 4, 2002, pursuant to 5 U.S.C.
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Transpor-
tation and Infrastructure.

5640. A letter from the Program Analyst,
FAA, Department of Transportation, trans-
mitting the Department’s final rule—Air-
worthiness Directives; McDonnell Douglas
Model DC–10 Series Airplanes, and Model
MD–10–10F and –30F Series Airplanes [Docket
No. 2001–NM–96–AD; Amendment 39–12538; AD
2001–24–21] (RIN: 2120–AA64) received Feb-
ruary 4, 2002, pursuant to 5 U.S.C.
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Transpor-
tation and Infrastructure.

5641. A letter from the Program Analyst,
FAA, Department of Transportation, trans-

mitting the Department’s final rule—Air-
worthiness Directives; McDonnell Douglas
Model DC–10–10, –10F, –30, –30F (KC–10A and
KDC–10), –40, and –40F Series Airplanes; and
Model MD–10–10F Series Airplanes [Docket
No. 2001–NM–97–AD; Amendment 39–12539; AD
2001–24–22] (RIN: 2120–AA64) received Feb-
ruary 4, 2002, pursuant to 5 U.S.C.
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Transpor-
tation and Infrastructure.

5642. A letter from the Program Analyst,
FAA, Department of Transportation, trans-
mitting the Department’s final rule—Air-
worthiness Directives; McDonnell Douglas
Model DC–9–10 and –30 Series Airplanes
[Docket No. 2001–NM–103–AD; Amendment
39–12541; AD 2001–24–24] (RIN: 2120–AA64) re-
ceived February 4, 2002, pursuant to 5 U.S.C.
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Transpor-
tation and Infrastructure.

5643. A letter from the Program Analyst,
FAA, Department of Transportation, trans-
mitting the Department’s final rule—Air-
worthiness Directives; McDonnell Douglas
Model DC–8 Series Airplanes [Docket No.
2001–NM–210–AD; Amendment 39–12545; AD
2001–24–28] (RIN: 2120–AA64) received Feb-
ruary 4, 2002, pursuant to 5 U.S.C.
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Transpor-
tation and Infrastructure.

5644. A letter from the Program Analyst,
FAA, Department of Transportation, trans-
mitting the Department’s final rule—Air-
worthiness Directives; Airbus Model A300 B2
and B2 and B4, A300 B4–600 and B4–600R, and
A310 Series Airplanes [Docket No. 2001–NM–
204–AD; Amendment 39–12543; AD 2001–24–26]
(RIN: 2120–AA64) received February 4, 2002,
pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Com-
mittee on Transportation and Infrastruc-
ture.

5645. A letter from the Administrator, De-
partment of Health and Human Services,
transmitting the Department’s report enti-
tled, ‘‘Expansion of Telehealth Services for
Homebound Beneficiaries,’’ pursuant to 42
U.S.C. 1395 note. Public Law 105–33 section
4206 (d)(1) (111 Stat. 378); jointly to the Com-
mittees on Energy and Commerce and Ways
and Means.

5646. A letter from the Secretary, Depart-
ment of Agriculture, transmitting the De-
partment’s report entitled, ‘‘Herger-Fein-
stein Quincy Library Group Forest Recovery
Act Pilot Project FY 2000’’; jointly to the
Committees on Resources and Agriculture.

f

REPORTS OF COMMITTEES ON
PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS

Under clause 2 of rule XIII, reports of
committees were delivered to the Clerk
for printing and reference to the proper
calendar, as follows:

Mr. LINDER: Committee on Rules. House
Resolution 350. Resolution providing for con-
sideration of the bill (H.R. 1542) to deregu-
late the Internet and high speed data serv-
ices, and for other purposes (Rept. 107–361).
Referred to the House Calendar.

f

TIME LIMITATION OF REFERRED
BILL

Pursuant to clause 2 of rule XII the
following action was taken by the
Speaker:
[The following action occurred on February

15, 2002]

H.R. 2481. Referral to the Committee on
Armed Services extended for a period ending
not later than March 29, 2002.
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PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS
Under clause 2 of rule XII, public

bills and resolutions were introduced
and severally referred, as follows:

By Mr. HOEKSTRA (for himself, Mr.
ROEMER, Mr. BOEHNER, Mr. PETRI,
Mrs. ROUKEMA, Mr. GREENWOOD, Mr.
GRAHAM, Mr. KILDEE, Mr. OWENS, Mr.
ANDREWS, Mr. KUCINICH, Mr. HOLT,
Mr. CUNNINGHAM, Ms. ESHOO, Ms.
SLAUGHTER, Mr. TOWNS, Mr. JENKINS,
Mr. HALL of Ohio, Mr. DOYLE, Mr.
FRANK, Mr. SKELTON, Mr. NEAL of
Massachusetts, Mr. GREEN of Wis-
consin, Mr. MCGOVERN, Mr. RAHALL,
and Mr. SUNUNU):

H.R. 3784. A bill to reauthorize the Museum
and Library Services Act, and for other pur-
poses; to the Committee on Education and
the Workforce.

By Mr. BAKER:
H.R. 3785. A bill to establish expanded

teacher loan forgiveness programs under the
guaranteed and direct student loan programs
for teachers of mathematics and science, and
for other purposes; to the Committee on
Education and the Workforce.

By Mr. CANNON:
H.R. 3786. A bill to revise the boundary of

the Glen Canyon National Recreation Area
in the States of Utah and Arizona; to the
Committee on Resources.

By Mrs. CAPITO:
H.R. 3787. A bill to extend the duty suspen-

sion on 1N-N5297; to the Committee on Ways
and Means.

By Mr. CAPUANO (for himself and Mr.
FRANK):

H.R. 3788. A bill to limit liability under the
Comprehensive Environmental Response,
Compensation, and Liability Act of 1980 for
service station dealers with respect to the
release or threatened release of recycled oil;
to the Committee on Energy and Commerce,
and in addition to the Committee on Trans-
portation and Infrastructure, for a period to
be subsequently determined by the Speaker,
in each case for consideration of such provi-
sions as fall within the jurisdiction of the
committee concerned.

By Mrs. CUBIN:
H.R. 3789. A bill to designate the facility of

the United States Postal Service located at
2829 Commercial Way in Rock Springs, Wyo-
ming, as the ‘‘Teno Roncalio Post Office
Building’’; to the Committee on Government
Reform.

By Mr. FALEOMAVAEGA:
H.R. 3790. A bill to amend the Internal Rev-

enue Code of 1986 to repeal the automatic
treatment of amounts paid for services per-
formed in Federal employment by residents
of American Samoa; to the Committee on
Ways and Means.

By Mr. ISRAEL (for himself, Mr.
HONDA, and Mr. GRUCCI):

H.R. 3791. A bill to establish a pilot pro-
gram under which the Administrator of the
Small Business Administration, in consulta-
tion with regional technology consultants,
may make direct loans to technology-related
small business concerns; to the Committee
on Small Business.

By Mrs. KELLY (for herself and Mrs.
TAUSCHER):

H.R. 3792. A bill to amend the Federal
Water Pollution Control Act to authorize ap-
propriations for State water pollution con-
trol revolving funds, and for other purposes;
to the Committee on Transportation and In-
frastructure.

By Mr. KING (for himself, Mrs. MCCAR-
THY of New York, Mr. QUINN, Mr.
BARR of Georgia, Mr. FRANK, Mr.
BONIOR, Mr. MALONEY of Connecticut,
Mr. ISRAEL, Ms. RIVERS, Mr. DIAZ-
BALART, Mr. GREEN of Texas, Mr.

PASCRELL, Mrs. CHRISTENSEN, Mr.
ACKERMAN, Mr. GRUCCI, Ms. WOOLSEY,
Mr. BRADY of Pennsylvania, Mr. KEN-
NEDY of Rhode Island, Mr. MCNULTY,
Mrs. ROUKEMA, Mr. CROWLEY, Mr.
GILMAN, Ms. ROS-LEHTINEN, Mr. LAN-
TOS, Ms. HOOLEY of Oregon, Mr.
WEXLER, Mr. JACKSON of Illinois, Mr.
FOLEY, Mr. RUSH, Mr. FILNER, and
Mr. TOWNS):

H.R. 3794. A bill to amend the Federal Law
Enforcement Pay Reform Act of 1990 to ad-
just the percentage differentials payable to
Federal law enforcement officers in certain
high-cost areas; to the Committee on Gov-
ernment Reform.

By Mr. KUCINICH (for himself, Mr.
SANDERS, and Mr. FILNER):

H.R. 3795. A bill to establish a Federal Bu-
reau of Audits within the Securities and Ex-
change Commission to conduct audits of all
publicly registered companies; to the Com-
mittee on Financial Services.

By Mrs. MCCARTHY of New York (for
herself, Mr. ISRAEL, Mr. KING, Mr.
GILMAN, Mr. MENENDEZ, Mr.
FOSSELLA, Mr. HINCHEY, and Mr.
ROTHMAN):

H.R. 3796. A bill to amend title 38, United
States Code, to require the Secretary of Vet-
erans Affairs to provide that the Secretary
of Veterans Affairs, in the management of
health care services for veterans, shall place
certain low-income veterans in a higher
health-care priority category; to the Com-
mittee on Veterans’ Affairs.

By Mr. SWEENEY:
H.R. 3797. A bill to designate the facility of

the United States Postal Service located at
201 Main Street, Lake Placid, New York, as
the ‘‘John A. ’Jack’ Shea Post Office Build-
ing’’; to the Committee on Government Re-
form.

By Mr. TANCREDO (for himself and
Mr. MCINNIS):

H.R. 3798. A bill to amend the Endangered
Species Act of 1973 to require clear and con-
vincing scientific data with respect to the
designation of critical habitat of a species
under that Act; to the Committee on Re-
sources.

By Mr. SHIMKUS (for himself, Mr. HIN-
CHEY, Mrs. TAUSCHER, Mrs. KELLY,
Mr. KELLER, Mr. FORBES, Mr. REYES,
Mr. SIMMONS, Mr. MURTHA, Mr. KING,
Mr. OWENS, Mr. WHITFIELD, Mrs. WIL-
SON of New Mexico, Mr. MCHUGH, Mr.
TAYLOR of North Carolina, Mr.
GRAHAM, and Mr. LANGEVIN):

H.J. Res. 83. A joint resolution congratu-
lating the United States Military Academy
at West Point on its bicentennial anniver-
sary, and commending its outstanding con-
tributions to the Nation; to the Committee
on Armed Services.

By Mr. FILNER:
H. Con. Res. 333. Concurrent resolution ex-

pressing the sense of Congress that the At-
torney General should appoint a special
counsel on matters relating to Enron Cor-
poration; to the Committee on the Judiciary.

By Ms. GRANGER (for herself, Mr.
WEXLER, Mr. WHITFIELD, Mr.
TANCREDO, and Mr. STEARNS):

H. Con. Res. 334. Concurrent resolution ex-
pressing the sense of Congress regarding the
Republic of Turkey’s cooperation in the war
against terrorism, economic reforms in Tur-
key, and the economic partnership meetings
to be held between the United States and
Turkey; to the Committee on International
Relations.

By Mr. DEAL of Georgia:
H. Res. 349. A resolution designating cer-

tain majority membership on certain stand-
ing committees of the House; considered and
agreed to.

By Mr. SHOWS:
H. Res. 351. A resolution providing for the

consideration of the bill (H.R. 3022) to pro-
vide for a program of temporary enhanced
umemployment benefits; to the Committee
on Rules.

f

MEMORIALS

Under clause 3 of rule XII,
207. The SPEAKER presented a memorial

of the General Assembly of the Common-
wealth of Virginia, relative to House Joint
Resolution 30 memorializing the United
States Congress to honor its commitment to
fully fund the federal share of the special
education costs required by the Individuals
with Disabilities Education Act, P.L. 105–17,
as amended; to the Committee on Education
and the Workforce.

f

ADDITIONAL SPONSORS

Under clause 7 of rule XII, sponsors
were added to public bills and resolu-
tions as follows:

H.R. 68: Mr. JENKINS.
H.R. 175: Mr. KOLBE.
H.R. 183: Mrs. JONES of Ohio, Mr. MEEKS of

New York, Mr. FALEOMAVAEGA, Mr. OBER-
STAR, Ms. ESHOO, Mr. WAXMAN, Mr. FORD,
Ms. KAPTUR, and Mr. OWENS.

H.R. 184: Mr. BARTLETT of Maryland.
H.R. 200: Mrs. MORELLA.
H.R. 210: Mr. GEKAS.
H.R. 250: Mr. BURR of North Carolina and

Ms. WATSON.
H.R. 389: Ms. NORTON.
H.R. 476: Mr. GREEN of Wisconsin.
H.R. 536: Mr. HASTINGS of Florida.
H.R. 556: Mr. WOLF and Mr. BACHUS.
H.R. 630: Mr. RODRIGUEZ.
H.R. 632: Mr. MEEKS of New York and Mr.

WATT of North Carolina.
H.R. 658: Mr. POMEROY.
H.R. 704: Mr. FALEOMAVAEGA.
H.R. 709: Mr. KILDEE.
H.R. 747: Mr. TOM DAVIS of Virginia and

Mrs. THURMAN.
H.R. 760: Mr. SMITH of Washington.
H.R. 786: Mr. DAVIS of Illinois.
H.R. 808: Mr. MEEKS of New York.
H.R. 1073: Mr. GEKAS.
H.R. 1081: Mr. DUNCAN, Mr. SHAYS, Mr.

LATOURETTE, Mr. OTTER, Mr. CANNON, and
Mr. BURTON of Indiana.

H.R. 1097: Mr. QUINN and Mr. MALONEY of
Connecticut.

H.R. 1116: Mr. ANDREWS and Mr. PASCRELL.
H.R. 1184: Ms. LOFGREN, Mr. FATTAH, Mr.

KIND, Mr. ENGLISH, Mr. CARSON of Oklahoma,
Mr. HINCHEY, and Mr. SPRATT.

H.R. 1187: Ms. ESHOO.
H.R. 1296: Mr. LATHAM and Mr. MCKEON.
H.R. 1331: Mr. PHELPS.
H.R. 1354: Mr. REYES and Mr. LYNCH.
H.R. 1361: Mr. BENTSEN and Mr.

LATOURETTE.
H.R. 1371: Mr. BERMAN.
H.R. 1391: Mr. FRANK.
H.R. 1431: Mr. NADLER.
H.R. 1434: Mr. ROGERS of Michigan, Ms.

SLAUGHTER, and Mr. CARDIN.
H.R. 1520: Mr. ETHERIDGE, Mr. PASTOR, Mr.

MCHUGH, Mr. KILDEE, and Mr. OWENS.
H.R. 1527: Mr. HOSTETTLER.
H.R. 1581: Mr. RAMSTAD, Mr. DUNCAN, and

Mr. JEFFERSON.
H.R. 1582: Mr. SMITH of New Jersey.
H.R. 1632: Mr. CONDIT.
H.R. 1673: Mr. FOLEY.
H.R. 1841: Mr. NADLER, Mr. SIMMONS, Mr.

BROWN of Ohio, Mr. KLECZKA, Mr. LYNCH, Ms.
WOOLSEY, Mr. SMITH of New Jersey, Mr.
LOBIONDO, Mr. FOLEY, Mr. FERGUSON, Mr.
BLUMENAUER, and Mr. SPRATT.
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H.R. 1873: Mr. REHBERG.
H.R. 1927: Mr. SHUSTER.
H.R. 1933: Mr. SAM JOHNSON of Texas and

Mrs. WILSON of New Mexico.
H.R. 1961: Mr. NADLER.
H.R. 2014: Mr. MCINNIS.
H.R. 2074: Mr. KILDEE.
H.R. 2088: Mr. ABERCROMBIE and Mr.

BLAGOJEVICH.
H.R. 2148: Mr. HINCHEY and Mr. DICKS.
H.R. 2156: Ms. CARSON of Indiana.
H.R. 2219: Mr. KING, Ms. HOOLEY of Oregon,

Mr. CLYBURN, Mr. ANDREWS, and Mrs. CLAY-
TON.

H.R. 2220: Mr. CUMMINGS and Mr. PASTOR.
H.R. 2235: Mr. GREEN of Texas.
H.R. 2332: Mr. TRAFICANT.
H.R. 2335: Mr. WAXMAN.
H.R. 2364: Mr. UDALL of New Mexico.
H.R. 2374: Mr. MCCRERY.
H.R. 2405: Mr. KIRK and Mr. WYNN.
H.R. 2484: Mr. MEEKS of New York, Mr.

PALLONE, Mrs. JONES of Ohio, Mr. SHAW, Ms.
ESHOO, Mr. GORDON, and Mr. WALSH.

H.R. 2521: Ms. WOOLSEY, Mr. UNDERWOOD,
Mr. RANGEL, Mr. FALEOMAVAEGA, and Mr.
OWENS.

H.R. 2573: Mr. PASCRELL and Mr. HONDA.
H.R. 2610: Mr. RUSH, Mr. WYNN, and Mr.

ENGEL.
H.R. 2612: Mr. UDALL of Colorado.
H.R. 2623: Mr. FOLEY.
H.R. 2629: Mr. DICKS, Mr. SOUDER, Mr.

TURNER, Mr. MCDERMOTT, and Mr. ANDREWS.
H.R. 2695: Mr. GREENWOOD, Mr. BRADY of

Texas, Mr. FALEOMAVAEGA, and Mr. FOLEY.
H.R. 2720: Mr. LANTOS.
H.R. 2725: Mr. BOSWELL.
H.R. 2805: Mr. NORWOOD.
H.R. 2808: Mr. REGULA.
H.R. 2820: Mr. YOUNG of Florida, Mr.

SOUDER, Mr. FRANK, Mr. FALEOMAVAEGA, Ms.
KAPTUR, and Mr. TRAFICANT.

H.R. 2830: Ms. CARSON of Indiana.
H.R. 2835: Mr. WILSON of South Carolina,

Mr. FALEOMAVAEGA, and Mr. FOLEY.
H.R. 2836: Mr. PASCRELL.
H.R. 2863: Ms. CARSON of Indiana.
H.R. 2950: Mr. WELLER.
H.R. 3006: Mr. BARR of Georgia, Mr. KERNS,

and Mr. NORWOOD.
H.R. 3013: Mr. LAMPSON, Mr. TOWNS, Ms.

JACKSON-LEE of Texas, and Ms. NORTON.
H.R. 3026: Mr. ROTHMAN and Mr. CALVERT.
H.R. 3041: Mr. MCINTYRE.
H.R. 3058: Mrs. MALONEY of New York, Ms.

LEE, and Ms. MCCOLLUM.
H.R. 3065: Ms. CARSON of Indiana.
H.R. 3113: Mr. GEORGE MILLER of California

and Mr. GONZALEZ.
H.R. 3131: Ms. WATSON and Mr. LATHAM.
H.R. 3186: Mr. MCNULTY.
H.R. 3188: Mrs. LOWEY.
H.R. 3230: Mr. ETHERIDGE.
H.R. 3236: Ms. WOOLSEY, Ms. LEE, Mr. JACK-

SON of Illinois, Mr. LYNCH, and Mr. MEEKS of
New York.

H.R. 3238: Mr. MEEHAN, Mrs. MALONEY of
New York, and Mr. GORDON.

H.R. 3271: Mr. LANTOS and Mr. FOLEY.
H.R. 3305: Mr. POMEROY.

H.R. 3336: Mr. JACKSON of Illinois, Mr.
MEEKS of New York, Mr. PAYNE, Mr. EVANS,
Mr. UDALL of New Mexico, Mr. WAXMAN, Mrs.
JONES of Ohio, Ms. KAPTUR, Mr. BACA, Mr.
TOWNS, Mrs. MEEK of Florida, Mr. ABER-
CROMBIE, and Mr. DAVIS of Illinois.

H.R. 3337: Mr. FATTAH, Mr. ROTHMAN, Mr.
PALLONE, Mr. TOM DAVIS of Virginia, Mr.
HOLDEN, Mr. YOUNG of Alaska, Mr. COYNE,
Ms. BALDWIN, and Mr. LATOURETTE.

H.R. 3347: Mr. BARR of Georgia and Mrs.
MINK of Hawaii.

H.R. 3363: Mr. MARKEY and Mr. ETHERIDGE.
H.R. 3382: Ms. MCKINNEY, Mr. TIERNEY, Mr.

MCGOVERN, Mr. BROWN of Ohio, Mr. ENGEL,
Mr. FALEOMAVAEGA, and Mr. HINCHEY

H.R. 3414: Mr. UDALL of Colorado, Mr.
BECERRA, Mr. HAYES, Ms. SOLIS, Mr.
COSTELLO, and Mr. STARK.

H.R. 3424: Mr. KUCINICH, Mr. HOEKSTRA, Mr.
GREEN of Wisconsin, Mr. UDALL of New Mex-
ico, Mr. DAN MILLER of Florida, Mr. LUTHER,
Mr. BAIRD, Mr. LAHOOD, Mr. GEKAS, and Mr.
ALLEN.

H.R. 3430: Mr. ROHRABACHER, Mrs. THUR-
MAN, and Mr. FOLEY.

H.R. 3431: Mr. RADANOVICH, Mr. GILLMOR,
Ms. BERKLEY, Mr. RODRIGUEZ, Mr. HORN, Mr.
PAYNE, Mrs. MALONEY of New York, Mr.
CRAMER, and Mr. CLEMENT.

H.R. 3450: Mr. ABERCROMBIE, Ms. BROWN of
Florida, Mr. TURNER, Mr. COYNE, Mr. OLVER,
Mr. CLEMENT, Mrs. CLAYTON, Mr. BERRY, Mr.
ROSS, Mr. LEACH, and Mr. SIMMONS.

H.R. 3462: Mr. RODRIGUEZ, Mr. CROWLEY,
Mr. BECERRA, and Mr. CRAMER.

H.R. 3498: Mr. FILNER and Mr. FOLEY.
H.R. 3509: Mr. ABERCROMBIE.
H.R. 3524: Mr. SCHIFF, Mr. FARR of Cali-

fornia, and Mr. LANTOS.
H.R. 3566: Mr. LEVIN and Mr. FARR of Cali-

fornia.
H.R. 3569: Mr. NORWOOD, Mr. BAIRD, Mr.

SWEENEY, Mr. COSTELLO, Mr. JENKINS, Mr.
FALEOMAVAEGA, and Mrs. WILSON of New
Mexico.

H.R. 3581: Mr. RUSH, Mr. FRANK, Mr. FORD,
and Mr. OWENS.

H.R. 3609: Mr. PICKERING, Mr. CRAMER, Mrs.
CAPITO, Mr. MATHESON, Mr. LATOURETTE, Mr.
LUCAS of Kentucky, and Mr. SHOWS.

H.R. 3612: Ms. WOOLSEY, Mr. MCHUGH, Mr.
DOGGETT, Mr. KILDEE, Mr. FALEOMAVAEGA,
and Mr. OWENS.

H.R. 3615: Mr. GRUCCI.
H.R. 3617: Mr. HINCHEY, Mr. DOGGETT, Mr.

STUPAK, Mr. PASCRELL, Mr. LYNCH, and Ms.
KAPTUR.

H.R. 3624: Mrs. MYRICK and Mr. ADERHOLT.
H.R. 3645: Mr. FOLEY.
H.R. 3657: Mr. ABERCROMBIE, Mr. PAYNE,

and Mr. FORD.
H.R. 3661: Mr. SOUDER, Mrs. CAPITO, Mr.

BARR of Georgia, Mr. FALEOMAVAEGA, and
Mr. CUMMINGS.

H.R. 3669: Mr. LATHAM, Mr. JONES of North
Carolina, Mr. ABERCROMBIE, Ms. HART, and
Mr. OXLEY.

H.R. 3670: Ms. ROYBAL-ALLARD, Mr.
FALEOMAVAEGA, and Mr. LARSEN of Wash-
ington.

H.R. 3671: Mr. FALEOMAVAEGA, Mr. OWENS,
and Mr. PASCRELL.

H.R. 3694: Mrs. CUBIN, Mr. BECERRA, Mr.
HILLEARY, Mr. LANTOS, Mr. SAXTON, Ms. KAP-
TUR, Mr. GREEN of Wisconsin, Ms. DELAURO,
Mr. STUMP, Mr. MALONEY OF Connecticut,
Mr. VITTER, Mrs. THURMAN, Mr. SMITH of
Texas, Mr. KUCINICH, Mrs. EMERSON, Mr.
MCDERMOTT, Mr. REYNOLDS, Mr. BARRETT,
Mr. TURNER, Mr. WAXMAN, Mrs. MINK of Ha-
waii, Mr. FORD, Mrs. DAVIS of California, Ms.
CARSON of Indiana, Mr. FALEOMAVAEGA, Mrs.
JONES of Ohio, Mrs. CAPPS, Mr. ETHERIDGE,
Mr. BENTSEN, Mr. LARSON of Connecticut,
Mr. DIAZ-BALART, Mrs. JO ANN DAVIS of Vir-
ginia, Mr. HEFLEY, Mr. CRANE, Mr. RADANO-
VICH, Mr. FLETCHER, Mr. PHELPS, Mr. BILI-
RAKIS, and Ms. HARMAN.

H.R. 3713: Mrs. JO ANN DAVIS of Virginia,
Mr. BARRETT, Mr. FALEOMAVAEGA, Mr.
FRANK, Ms. HART, and Mr. SNYDER.

H.R. 3715: Mr. GILMAN.
H.R. 3717: Mrs. KELLY, Mr. SHOWS, Mr.

LUCAS of Kentucky, Mr. MORAN of Kansas,
Mr. UPTON, and Mr. PICKERING.

H.R. 3733: Mr. FILNER.
H.R. 3741: Mr. PUTNAM.
H.R. 3763: Mr. PORTMAN and Mr. WELDON of

Florida.
H.J. Res. 6: Mr. HINCHEY.
H.J. Res. 81: Mr. BISHOP.
H. Con. Res. 97: Mr. ROTHMAN.
H. Con. Res. 99: Mr. CUMMINGS and Mr.

BERMAN.
H. Con. Res. 162: Mr. BARCIA.
H. Con. Res. 164: Mr. SCHIFF and Ms. WAT-

SON.
H. Con. Res. 181: Mr. KIND, Mr. LEACH, and

Mr. COMBEST.
H. Con. Res. 230: Mr. OLVER.
H. Con. Res. 238: Mr. FOLEY.
H. Con. Res. 260: Mr. WYNN and Mr.

BLAGOJEVICH.
H. Con. Res. 265: Mr. ENGLISH, Mr.

DEUTSCH, Mr. OXLEY, Mr. PAYNE, Mr.
TANCREDO, Mr. DOOLEY of California, and Mr.
FORD.

H. Con. Res. 284: Mr. FOLEY.
H. Con. Res. 298: Mr. ETHERIDGE.
H. Con. Res. 311: Mr. PLATTS, Mr.

FALEOMAVAEGA, Mrs. MINK of Hawaii, and
Mr. MCINNIS.

H. Con. Res. 316: Mr. SOUDER.
H. Con. Res. 317: Mr. BERRY, Mr. POMEROY,

Mr. HERGER, Mr. HORN, Mr. TIAHRT, Ms.
HOOLEY of Oregon, Ms. DUNN, and Mr.
OSBORNE.

H. Con. Res. 328: Mr. FILNER and Ms. CAR-
SON of Indiana.

H. Con. Res. 329: Ms. ESHOO and Mrs.
MORELLA.

H. Res. 154: Mr. PALLONE, Mr. NEY, and Ms.
CARSON of Indiana.

H. Res. 225: Mr. BOYD and Mr. CROWLEY.
H. Res. 300: Mr. FRANK.
H. Res. 339: Mr. CANTOR, Mr. SOUDER, Mr.

FALEOMAVAEGA, and Mr. BONIOR.
H. Res. 346: Mr. ARMEY, Mr. BARTLETT of

Maryland, Mr. SOUDER, Mr. HOEKSTRA, and
Mr. GREEN of Wisconsin.
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